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ABSTRACT 
Special education paraprofessionals are often employed to support students with 
disabilities in general education classrooms absent the special education teacher. Little 
research exists to determine what school administrators think about this practice. The 
purpose ofthis study was to learn from special education administrators in Massachusetts 
about their districts' policies, practices, and perceptions related to the use of 
paraprofessionals to support students with disabilities in the general education 
classrooms. An electronic survey sent to 330 district special education administrators to 
collect this information resulted in a 32% return rate (N =107). 
The survey included a combination of multiple choice, dichotomous questions, 
and options for open responses. Responses to the 27 questions were analyzed individually 
and compared with all others. Each question was examined for the total number of 
administrators who answered the question, response totals, percent of responses, and 
when applicable, the mean and range. The results were discussed as related to key topics 
discussed in the literature : frequency of use, procurement guidelines, responsibilities, 
training, supervision, and evaluation; beliefs about meeting mandates of the Individuals 
Vl 
with Disabilities Act (IDEA) and No Child Left Behind (NCLB); and administrators' 
levels of satisfaction with paraprofessional use. 
Results revealed an increase in paraprofessional use over the past five years as 
reported by 69.2% of the respondents and half of the administrators considered they were 
overused. There was considerable variation, however, in reported use of guidelines 
regarding their use, supervision, and evaluation. While concern about paraprofessional 
use was reported in the literature (Blacher & Rodriguez, 2007; Causton-Theoharis & 
Malmgren, 2005; Giangreco, Yuan, et al. , 2005), special education administrators who 
participated in this study revealed a high level of satisfaction with their districts' use of 
paraprofessionals, as well as their ability to meet the mandates ofiDEA and NCLB. The 
responses of the participating administrators of special education in Massachusetts 
provide new information to guide those in the field of special education about the 
perceptions these practitioners hold regarding paraprofessional use and the policies and 
practices they employ. 
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 
This investigation examined the perception of special education administrators in 
Massachusetts of the use of paraprofessionals to provide services to students with 
disabilities in the general education classrooms. Specifically, a survey of the 
administrators was conducted to seek their responses to questions regarding 
responsibilities, training, supervision, and evaluation of paraprofessionals working with 
students with moderate and severe disabilities. 
Special education administrators must offer an array of services and placements to 
meet the needs of each student with a disability. One possible location is in a general 
education classroom for some or all of the school day with the support of a 
paraprofessional. Legally, paraprofessionals are to function under the supervision of a 
licensed special educator who is a highly qualified teacher (20 U.S.C. §1412 (a)(14)(C), 
and he or she "may not provide any instruction to a student unless the paraprofessional is 
working under the direct supervision of a teacher consistent with this section" (20 U.S.C. 
§6319(g)(3)(A)). In these instances, the special educator is ultimately responsible for the 
child's special education program, despite the fact that, unless a full time co-teaching 
approach is used, the special educator is not present in the general classroom during the 
majority of the school day. While this is a common practice (Giangreco, Edelman, Broer, 
& Doyle, 2001), there is scant research to support its efficacy (Giangreco, Halvorsen, 
Doyle, & Broer, 2004; Giangreco, Yuan, McKenzie, Cameron, & Fialka, 2005). One 
likely explanation for its continued use absent research is the requirement of the 
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Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA, P.L. 94-142) to meet the needs of 
children in the least restrictive environment (LRE) (20 U.S. C. §1412 (a) (5) (A)), which 
for some students is in the general education classroom. 
This practice of using paraprofessionals to support the education of students with 
disabilities is now common. Willis (P.T. Willis, personal communication, February 22, 
201 0) reported that in Massachusetts in 201 0, there were more paraprofessionals for 
students with disabilities than there were special educators and that 52.6% of students 
with disabilities were suppmied in general education. According to Willis, there were 1.5 
special education paraprofessional full time equivalents (FTE) per special educator FTE 
and the number of special education paraprofessionals FTE was 14,885.2 for the 2006-
2007 school year. Given these proportions, the question of who provides services to 
students with disabilities is considered by many to be the critical factor in the successful 
implementation of objectives on students' IEPs-more critical, for example, than the 
content, methodology, and performance criteria. Questions arise when the person 
delivering the services for a student is the least qualified person on the special education 
team, especially considering that these services are likely delivered when the 
paraprofessional is not in proximity to a licensed special educator. 
The purpose of the study was to explore the following question: What do special 
education administrators report are current policies and practices related to the use of 
paraprofessionals who provide support to students with disabilities in the general 
education classes in Massachusetts? The specific questions posed to the administrators 
were: 
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1. What are the responsibilities granted to paraprofessionals? 
2. What is the content and scope of training, supervision, and evaluation of 
paraprofessionals? 
3. What is the level of satisfaction held by administrators on the services provided 
by paraprofessionals to students with moderate special needs, severe special 
needs, and one population compared to the other (a) as a service delivery model 
and (b) as a vehicle for meeting the mandates ofiDEA and NCLB? 
In this research, these questions were examined as they related to the federal and state 
laws governing special education and within the context of the literature related to the use 
of paraprofessionals to support students with disabilities in the general education 
classroom. 
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Chapter 2 
Federal and State Mandates Related to the Use of Paraprofessionals 
Introduction 
P. L. 94-142, The Education of All Handicapped Children Act of 1975 (20 USC§ 
1400), now codified as IDEA, was created to ensure free, appropriate public education 
(F APE) for children with disabilities through the provision of special education and 
related services. Students must be determined eligible for special education based on 
nondiscriminatory evaluations and have the right to participate, along with their parents 
or guardians, in educational decision-making and due process. IDEA provides federal 
assistance and funding to states and local agencies to assess and oversee the effectiveness 
of their implementation of programs (http:/ /www.ed.gov/offices/osers/osep). 
The No Child Left Behind Act of2001 mandates that all children, including 
children with disabilities, receive research-based instruction(§ 1240). It states that 
students with disabilities should have access to the same general curriculum as all other 
children(§ 1111). 
The requirements regarding LRE are unequivocal in both IDEA and the 
Massachusetts special education laws. The federal law, IDEA, mandates that students 
determined eligible for an IEP be educated in the LRE (IDEA, 20 U.S. C.,§ 1412 (a) (5) 
(b)). The special education laws ofMassachusetts state that LRE shall mean the 
educational placement that assures that, to the maximum extent appropriate, students with 
disabilities are educated with students who are not disabled, and that special classes, 
separate schooling, or other removal of students with disabilities from the general 
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education environment occurs only when the nature or severity of the student's disability 
is such that education in regular classes with the use of supplementary aids and services 
cannot be achieved satisfactorily (603 CMR 28.02: (12)). 
State education agencies are responsible for all educational programs for children 
with disabilities within each state (IDEA Regulation B 200.149 (a)). This includes the 
responsibility of assuring that students with disabilities are educated in the LRE 
appropriate to meet their individual needs (IDEA, 20 U. S. C.,§ 1412 (a)(5)(b)). 
Requirements Regarding Paraprofessionals 
Qualifications. Both IDEA and NCLB address the qualifications for 
paraprofessionals. IDEA simply states that qualifications for paraprofessionals must be 
consistent with state-approved or state-recognized licensing requirements (20 U.S. C. § 
1412 (a) (14) (B) (i)) . NCLB, however, is more explicit. NCLB requires that new 
paraprofessionals who work in programs that receive Title I funding and provide 
instructional support (including support for special needs students in schoolwide projects) 
• pass a state or local assessment in reading, writing, and math or reading as 
well as readiness in each of those subjects; 
• complete an equivalent of two years of study at an institution of higher 
education; or 
• obtain an associate degree or higher (PL 107-110, § 1119 (c) (d)). 
Paraprofessionals who provide personal care only, act as a translator, or conduct parent 
involvement activities are exempt from the requirements (NCLB, Title I 
Paraprofessionals, Non-Regulatory Guidance, 2004, p. 4). Further, the law requires states 
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to determine ways to ensure the provision of highly qualified paraprofessionals (§ 1111 
(h) (6) (A) (iv)). 
In Massachusetts, there are three pathways to meet the state requirements for 
initial qualification as a paraprofessional (Massachusetts Department of Education, 
2003). 
• Pathway I is a minimum of an associate degree or 2 years/48 credit hours 
of study at an institution of higher education. 
• Pathway 2 is successful performance on a formal standardized test, either 
Parapro or WorkKeys. 
• Pathway 3 is successful performance on a formal local assessment that is 
aligned with Learning Guidelines for Title I Instructional 
Paraprofessionals and Guidelines for Creating Local Assessment 
Programs for Title I Paraprofessionals 
(http: / /www.doe.mass.edu/nclb/hq/paraprof _policy. pdf). 
Additionally, districts are required to offer opportunities for continued training and 
professional development of employed paraprofessionals (Chapter 71 , Section 38Q). 
Furthermore, NCLB requires specific instruction be provided by highly qualified 
teachers. 
NCLB requires all states and school districts to ensure that all students are taught 
by highly qualified teachers in the core academic subjects [English, reading or 
language arts, mathematics, science, foreign languages, civics and government, 
economics, arts, history and geography] by the end of the 2005-2006 school year. 
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This requirement applies to all core academic teachers employed by the school 
district, regardless of funding source. 
(http:/ /www.doe.mass.edu/nclb/hq/hq memo.html) 
To be considered a highly qualified teacher in Massachusetts one must possess a valid 
Massachusetts teacher license. 
Responsibilities. IDEA mandates that states "allow paraprofessionals and 
assistants ... be used to assist in the provision of special education and related services ... 
to children with disabilities" (20 U.S. C. § 1412 (a) (14) (B) (iii)). IDEA does not 
provide more specific guidance. NCLB, however, is more explicit. NCLB states that 
paraprofessionals "may not provide any instructional service to a student unless the 
paraprofessional is working under the direct supervision of a teacher consistent with 
section 1119" (NCLB, §1119(g)(2)). 
NCLB further delineates the responsibilities that may be assigned to 
paraprofessionals. They may (a) provide one-on-one instruction to students if it is at a 
time that the child would not otherwise be scheduled to receive instruction from a 
teacher; (b) assist in classroom organization and management; (c) assist in the computer 
lab, library, or media center; (d) conduct parent-involvement activities; and (e) act as 
translators (NCLB, § 1119(g)(2)). NCLB explicitly states "because paraprofessionals 
provide instructional support, they should not be providing planned direct instruction, or 
introducing new skills, concepts, or academic content" (No Child Left Behind, Title I 
Paraprofessionals, Non-Regulatory Guidance, March 1, 2004, p. 1). 
The Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education provides 
7 
specific guidance. They delineate that 
instructional paraprofessionals may perform a variety of critical instructional 
duties, which include: providing one-on-one tutoring for students with special 
needs; assisting with classroom management; assisting in computer labs, media 
centers or libraries; and providing direct instruction to students under the 
supervision of a classroom teacher. 
(http://www.doe.mass.edu/gem/edtypes.aspx?mode=parapro) 
Training. IDEA specifies that paraprofessionals may assist in the provision of 
services to students with disabilities only when they are "appropriately trained .... " 
(IDEA, 20 U.S. C. § 1412 (a) (14) (B) (iii)). Further, Massachusetts's law states that each 
district in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts must adopt and implement a professional 
development plan, inclusive of paraprofessionals, to analyze and accommodate diverse 
learning styles (General Laws ofMassachusetts, Title XII, Chapter 71: Section 38Q). 
This law includes a requirement that each district provide training in methods for 
collaboration among teachers, paraprofessionals, and teaching assistants to accommodate 
such styles 
(http://www.malegislature.gov/Laws/GeneraiLaws/Parti/TitleXII/Chapter71 /Section38Q). 
Supervision. IDEA requires that paraprofessionals be 
"appropriately .. . . supervised" (20 U.S. C. § 1412 (a) (14) (B) (iii)) to be allowed to assist 
in the provision of services to students with disabilities. NCLB specifies that a 
paraprofessional who provides instructional support must work under the direct 
supervision of a highly qualified teacher (NCLB, § 1119, (g)(3)(A)). Some further 
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clarification for NCLB is provided in a 2004 Non-Regulatory Guidance statement: 
A paraprofessional is considered to work under the direct supervision of a teacher 
if (a) the teacher prepares the lessons and plans the instructional support activities 
the paraprofessional carries out, and evaluates the achievement of the students 
with whom the paraprofessional is working; and (b) the paraprofessional works in 
close and frequent proximity with the teacher. (§200.59(c)(2) of the Title I 
regulations, Title I Paraprofessionals, Non-Regulatory Guidance, March 1, 2004, 
p. 10-11) 
The NCLB federal guidance document states that Title I requirements of 
paraprofessionals do not apply to those who do not provide instructional support, unless 
they work in a Title I school wide program, regardless of whether they receive federal 
funding (No Child Left Behind, Title I Paraprofessionals, Non-Regulatory Guidance, 
March 1, 2004). At the state level, however, a higher standard is required. 
Massachusetts emphasizes that "all instructional paraprofessionals must be supervised 
directly by a teacher; instructional paraprofessionals cannot be supervised by a peer or 
group of peers" (Massachusetts Policies for Instructional Paraprofessional in Title I 
Programs, Implementation ofNCLB 's Paraprofessional Requirements, July 2003 , p. 2). 
Oversight. IDEA specifies the responsibilities of special education 
administrators. They are to ensure that procedures are in place to determine that students 
are provided with highly qualified teachers (IDEA Regulation 34 CFR 300.18(b )(1 )), that 
data on students' response to instruction are tracked (IDEA Regulation 34 CFR § 300.309 
. (b)(2)); and that data and progress are reported to parents (IDEA Regulation 34 CFR § 
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300.311 (a)(7) (ii) (A & B)). 
Legal Precedents 
IDEA and NCLB are complex laws that are clarified through court decisions. 
Some cases have focused on the use of paraprofessionals, specifically related to their role 
in providing a free and appropriate public education (F APE) and in the LRE. A few key 
cases serve to illustrate some of the various interpretations of the laws as related to 
paraprofessional use. 
The necessary role of paraprofessionals in providing educational benefit was 
argued successfully in Lake Travis Independent School District (2003), Molly L. v. Lower 
Marion School District (2002), South River Board of Education (2003), Conally 
Independent School District (2001), Conecuh County School Board (1997), Elmore 
County Board of Education (2002) (Etscheidt, 2005). In District of Columbia v. Ramirez 
(2005), the school district was required to provide an aide to assist to a child in a 
wheelchair to assure F APE. In another case, S. v. School District of Pittsburgh (2006) , 
the absence of an aide on specific days was not considered a substantial or significant 
failure to implement the IEP, and therefore, did not interfere with FAPE, as was argued 
by the parent (http://www.ca3.uscourts.gov/opinarch/051759np.pdf). 
Alternately, in Pel! City Board of Education (2003), the court ruled that the 
presence of the paraprofessional interfered with LRE. In A. C. v. Board of Education of 
the Chappaqua Central School District (2007), the hearing officer determined that the 
assignment of an aide resulted in learned helplessness and not the desired outcome of 
independence. The officer noted "the constant presence of a 1: 1 aide may be viewed as a 
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crutch or palliative measure, especially where, as here, lack of independence is one the 
student' s most significant deficits" (Walsh, 2008, Cases and Commentaries for 
Educational Diagnosticians). In this case, it was determined that the designation of a 
paraprofessional actually interfered with the success of the student's placement in the 
LRE. 
Two other cases focused on explicit characteristics of particular aides: one on an 
aide's qualifications and the other on a specifically named aide. In one case, since the 
qualifications of a paraprofessional were described in an IEP, the school district was 
bound to provide an aide who met those qualifications, even though the hearing officer 
commented that the level of qualifications specified was more stringent than should have 
been stated (Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Bureau of Special Education Appeals, 
Hingham Public Schools (2000)). In Gerber Union Elementary School District (1997), it 
was decided that the district neglected to employ the person named in the IEP to work 
with the student to provide the paraprofessional support nor had it provided the amount of 
support stated in the IEP. 
11 
Chapter 3 
Review of the Literature Regarding the Use of Paraprofessionals 
Current Practices 
Research points to best practice for paraprofessional use to support students with 
disabilities in general education settings. It is considered best practice when (a) 
paraprofessionals are qualified (Blacher & Rodriguez, 2007; Causton-Theoharis & 
Malmgren, 2005; Giangreco, Yuan, et al. , 2005); (b) roles and responsibilities are clearly 
defined (French, 1999; 2003); (c) training is provided (Giangreco, Backus, 
ChichoskiKelly, Sherman & Mavropoulous, 2003 ; Wadsworth & Knight, 1996); (d) 
supervision takes place (Ghere & York-Barr, 2003 ; Giangreco, Edelman, et al. , 2001); 
and (e) evaluations occur (French, 2003 ; Ghere & York-Barr, 2003 ; Riggs & Mueller, 
2001). To increase the likelihood that the paraprofessionals are well used when needed, 
Giangreco, Halvorson, et al. (2004) proposed a model of alternatives for their use. They 
advised that principles and policies be set by the school administrators to inform IEP 
teams of the criteria that must be met to procure paraprofessional support for students 
with disabilities. Each of the recommendations is discussed below. 
Qualifications. By law, indirect services may be provided to students with 
disabilities by individuals under the supervision of qualified personnel, e.g., by the 
paraprofessional under the supervision of the special educator (20 U.S. C. § 1412 (a) (14) 
(B) (iii) ; NCLB, § 1119, (g)(3)(A)). Direct services are to be provided by qualified 
licensed individuals-special educators (Giangreco, Edelman, et al. , 2001). 
Even when paraprofessionals meet the requirement ofNCLB as "highly 
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qualified" paraprofessionals, typically, they do not have the same level of education and 
expertise as licensed special education professionals (French, 2003). They are reported to 
be not as well versed in research, not knowledgeable in research-based interventions, and 
not sufficiently trained in the use of data collection and the use of data for instructional 
decision making (French, 2003; Ghere & York-Barr, 2003; Giangreco, Smith, & 
Pickney, 2006; Yell, Shriner, & Katsiyannis, 2006). 
Mueller (2002) referred to the use of paraprofessionals working with students 
with disabilities as the "paraeducator paradox." "Special education has become a system 
that depends heavily on untrained, underpaid, and devalued staff members to provide 
complex instructional and behavioral programs to our most challenging students" (p. 64). 
Policymakers must determine whether best practice is demonstrated "when 
paraprofessionals who are unqualified or untrained are asked to assume full-time 
responsibilities for supporting students who may require more specialized care and 
instruction" (Patterson, 2006, p. 1 0). 
Ever since the passage ofP. L. 94-142 (Education for All Handicapped Children 
Act of 1975), a debate about the qualifications of those providing services to students, in 
particular, those with severe disabilities, has persisted (Causton-Theoharis & Malmgren, 
2005; Riggs & Mueller, 2001). Initially, one side argued that all that was required during 
school was someone to provide care and support to the students, while the other side 
advocated for highly skilled professionals to deliver services to students with significant 
disabilities (Giangreco, Edelman, et al. , 2001). Paraprofessionals working with such 
individuals may have little or no training and may have responsibilities beyond what the 
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law grants to them (Ashbaker & Morgan, 2004). Often they are working without proper 
orientation, and without clear roles and responsibilities (Giangreco & Broer, 2005). 
Responsibilities. According to Spence (2001), the responsibilities performed by 
paraprofessionals vary district to district. 
Nationwide, the majority of special education paraprofessionals spent at least 10% of 
their time on each of the following activities: 
• providing instruction in small groups; 
• monitoring hallways, study hall, etc.; 
• providing one-on-one instruction; 
• meeting with teachers; 
• modifying materials; 
• implementing behavior management plans; 
• collecting data on students; and 
• providing personal care assistance. (Study of Personnel Needs in Special 
Education, p. 1, 
http://www. specialed. us/ discoverideal spense/parasFinal. pdf) 
Giangreco, Yuan, et al. (2005) identified some additional duties often performed by 
paraprofessionals which included (a) doing clerical tasks to free teachers to spend more 
time instructing students, (b) providing homework help, and (c) facilitating social skills 
and peer interactions. 
The 2003 State of the Art Report by the National Resource Center for 
Paraprofessionals in Education and Related Services (NRCP) included findings from a 
survey of more than 400 personnel employed in general education and special education 
that documented the range of responsibilities granted to paraprofessionals. NRCP issued 
guidelines recommending three levels of responsibilities based on a "common core of 
knowledge and skills" for paraprofessionals (Pickett, Litkins, & Wallace, 2003 , Appendix 
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2). For example, they recommended a "Level3 Paraeducator" as one whose 
responsibility it is to facilitate inclusion of students with disabilities in the general 
education classrooms. Level 3 Paraeducators, they suggested, should be allowed to 
modify activities developed by teachers, administer standardized tests, and assist with 
documenting and maintaining student records (Pickett et al. , Appendix 2). Giangreco 
(20 1 Oa) summarized similar concerns by stating that 
A defensible position for our field to pursue is that students with disabilities who 
are placed in inclusive classrooms deserve and should receive the bulk of their 
primary instruction from an individually determined combination of highly 
qualified teachers, special educators, and related services providers (if needed). 
Students may receive supplemental instructional support from appropriately 
trained and supervised paraprofessionals based on professionally prepared plans. 
(p. 7) 
Carter, O'Rourke, Sisco, and Pelsue (2009) used a questionnaire to collect 
information from 313 paraprofessionals, one-third of whom reported that they worked in 
the general education classroom. The paraprofessionals reported that they performed 
duties expected of teachers. For example, 97% reported that they provided one-on-one 
instruction. 
Training. While the laws provide the mandate that training be provided as well 
as broad-stroke requirements regarding the nature of the training, additional 
recommendations were found in the literature. Generally, these recommendations pointed 
to the focus as well as the content and methods of training. Topics most often 
15 
recommended included legal mandates, the theory of inclusive schools, rules of 
confidentiality (Wadsworth & Knight, 1996) and child abuse reporting requirements 
(Mueller, 2002). Among other topics recommended were: 
communication with general educators and with special education students 
(Malmgren & Causton-Theoharis, 2006): 
communication between home and school (Mueller, 2002); 
clarification of roles and responsibilities of general and special educators ; 
specific goals and objectives oftheir students; 
strategies to assist in the acquisition of social skills (Riggs, 2001 ); 
data collection skills; 
instructional procedures; 
student behavior guidelines; and 
discipline codes. (Wadsworth & Knight, 1996) 
The ways in which paraprofessional training was provided also varied. Carter et 
al. (2009) concluded from their study of 313 paraprofessionals, that "on the job training 
emerged as the dominant training avenue accessed by these paraprofessionals across 
every knowledge area" (p. 354). Riggs and Mueller (2001) reported that the 23 
paraprofessionals they interviewed said that 40% of their training had been on the job, 
while 20% stated their training was in the form of advice from fellow paraprofessionals. 
Only 17% responded that they received training prior to beginning their current jobs. The 
paraprofessionals reported receiving formal training less often, although of those who had 
received in-service training, 75% found it to be valuable. Reported barriers to the 
provision of training were release time and the lack of financial resources, the first likely 
related to the latter. 
In a study of paraprofessionals by Carter et al. (2009), the most commonly 
reported training was (a) educational terminology regarding students and expectations 
(88.5%), (b) rule and procedural safeguards regarding behavior (81.9%), and (c) the 
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purpose of programs (84%). The three least reported trainings offered were (a) reason for 
assessment (68.1 %), (b) abuse and neglect (66.1 %), and (c) rights and responsibilities of 
families and children (67.7%). 
In their study of paraprofessional preferences for training, Giangreco, Backus, et 
al. (2003) reported that respondents were most positive about the opportunity the training 
provided for (a) affirmation ofthe paraprofessionals' work with students, (b) learning 
about the perspectives of the students and families with whom they worked, (c) acquiring 
new strategies to utilize with the students, and (d) a sense of developing a newly 
energized approach to their work. Complaints related to the examined trainings, which 
were conducted in a traditional format and included quizzes and exams, were that the 
assessments were confusing. Regarding configuration for trainings, Wadsworth and 
Knight (1996) reported that the district-wide training opportunities were most preferred 
by paraprofessionals. 
Supervision. Consistent supervision of paraprofessionals by special educators 
was believed to be more the exception than the rule (Giangreco, Edelman, et al. , 2001). 
Additionally, paraprofessionals were often supervised by special educators who were not 
trained to supervise others providing instruction (Pickett et al., 2003 , Historical 
Perspective: The 1950s-1980s section). 
Little research exists quantifying the nature of supervision; however, there is 
abundant evidence of recommendations regarding its need. In a survey of758 
paraprofessionals by Riggs and Mueller (200 1 ), one quarter of the responding 
paraprofessionals indicated that they were not provided daily supervision. Carnahan, 
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Williamson, Clarke, and Sorensen (2009) recommended regular supervision meetings be 
scheduled for 30 to 40 minutes one time per week. Giangreco and Broer (2005) reported 
that lack of supervision was of significant concern to paraprofessionals. They revealed 
that "paraprofessionals (n= 140) reported spending approximately 86% (SD= 15 .8) of their 
time in close proximity (within 3ft.) to their assigned students" (p. 15) while "nearly 
70% reported that they functioned with a high level of autonomy by making curricular, 
instructional, and activity-participation decisions without always having professional 
oversight" (p.17). 
Fisher and Pleasants (2011) reported that half of the 1,800 paraprofessionals they 
surveyed stated that they spent no time during the week with either a general educator or 
special educator for supervision. The American Federation of Teachers-Paraprofessional 
and School-Related Personnel (AFT-PSRP) stated that, 
a program where a paraprofessional provides instructional support and a teacher 
visits a site once or twice a week but otherwise is not in the classroom, or a 
program where a paraprofessional works with a group of students in another 
location while the teacher provides instruction to the rest of the class would also 
be inconsistent with the requirement that paraprofessionals work in close 
proximity to a teacher. (2004, p. 7) 
Yet, 36% ofthe 1,036 paraprofessionals surveyed reported that they provided 
instructional support without the supervision of a teacher 
(http:/ /www.aft.org/psrp/topics/download/para-survey, 2004 ). 
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In French's (2003) study of 240 special education teachers, 51% reported that 
they supervised one paraprofessional, 32.5% supervised two, 11.3% supervised three, 
2.1% supervised four, and 2.5% supervised more than four. More than 88% of the 
respondents reported that their supervision of paraprofessionals was based on their own 
experiences and not on training provided in their districts or from their college 
coursework; they were not specifically trained in supervision of paraprofessionals. 
Teachers reported that their supervisory training was "on the job" (p. 7). 
Wallace, Shin, Bartholomay, and Stahl (2001) reported that teachers did not feel 
prepared to supervise paraprofessionals. The reported lack of confidence was attributed 
to "changing expectations for teachers, lack of preparedness for the new roles, limited 
analysis and restructuring of day-to-day teaching responsibilities and limited preparation 
of paraprofessionals for their changing roles" (p. 530). 
To develop an understanding of the supervision provided to paraprofessionals, 
Ghere and York-Barr (2003) interviewed 53 teachers, administrators, and 
paraprofessionals. They reported supervisory responsibilities included (a) conveying the 
learning priorities and outcomes for students; (b) providing direction about the 
adjustment of student support related to individual tasks, the student's needs, and the 
environment; and (c) routinely checking in on and monitoring paraprofessionals at work. 
French (2003) reported that teachers described meeting times with paraprofessionals as 
being devoted to teaching techniques, behavior management, classroom rules, stress and 
time management, health and safety procedures, and clarification of the roles and 
responsibilities of the paraprofessional and the general education teacher. 
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Districts reported that the frequency of meetings between the special educator and 
the paraprofessional varied from daily before school to twice a month after school (Ghere 
& York-Barr, 2003). French (2003) reported that 25% ofthe special educators she 
surveyed never met at all with the paraprofessionals assigned to them. Of the 170 out of 
227 who did meet with their paraprofessionals, 33.6% met 10 or fewer times a year, 
51.8% met weekly and only 14.7% met daily. The meeting times were reported to range 
in duration from less than 15 minutes to 45 minutes. Only 9.5% ofthe teachers reported 
that they had regularly-scheduled meeting times; more often the discussions took place 
either before school or as time permitted throughout the day. As IDEA and NCLB 
require supervision of paraprofessionals by special educators, this admission by 25% of 
the special educators reveals a breach in compliance. 
Evaluation. The focus and frequency of the evaluation, and the professional 
responsible for conducting the evaluation also varied (French, 2003 ; Ghere & York-Barr, 
2003 ; Riggs & Mueller, 2001). Riggs and Mueller found that of758 paraprofessionals 
surveyed, 74% were formally evaluated by building principals and special educators but 
26% reported they were not evaluated at all. 
Ghere and York-Barr (2003) interviewed 54 individuals in three school districts 
and found that at one school, the principal met twice a year with each paraprofessional 
for a performance review. The review was based on written feedback from the special 
educator on the paraprofessional' s qualities and strengths and included recommendations 
for improvement. In addition, throughout the school year, the principal met with the 
special educator to review the professional development of the paraprofessional. A 
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similar procedure was followed at the second school, but attempts were always made to 
have a three-way (paraprofessional, teacher, and principal) meeting to review the 
evaluation. At the third school, an assistant principal gathered feedback from the general 
education teacher and special education teacher regarding the team's communication and 
the paraprofessional' s performance. At the secondary schools in these districts, the 
principals relied on the buildings' special education coordinators and special educators to 
complete the written evaluations and they co-signed them. In all ofthe schools, the 
special educator was called upon to evaluate the paraprofessional. 
Reported Benefits 
Although the use of paraprofessionals is a widely implemented practice, there is 
scant research to support its efficacy (Broer, Doyle, & Giangreco, 2005; Giangreco, 
Yuan, et al., 2005). What claims were made, however, were about the benefits to general 
education teachers (Blacher & Rodriguez, 2007; French, 1998; 1999; Giangreco, Yuan, et 
al. , 2005) and to students in the general education classroom (Blacher & Rodriguez, 
2007; Cushing, Clark, Carter, & Kennedy, 2003 ; French, 1998). 
For general education teachers. There were positive reports on the use of 
paraprofessionals from general education teachers. The general education teacher may be 
more available to work with all individuals when the paraprofessional assists with 
preparation, clerical tasks, and supervisory coverage of the entire class, thus increasing 
extra support for every student (Blacher & Rodriguez, 2007; Giangreco, Yuan, et al. , 
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2005). In a study of 18 teams of teachers and paraprofessionals, teachers reported that 
without the paraprofessional support, they would not be able to fulfill the needs of 
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students with special needs nor those of the other students (French, 1998). 
For students. Blacher and Rodriguez (2007) noted that the benefits of 
paraprofessionals to students included opportunities to preview and review lessons, be 
given extra tutoring, and receive personal care assistance. They reported social and 
behavioral advantages including the facilitation of social skills, behavior plans, and peer 
interactions. No studies could be located, however, that provided empirical evidence of 
the benefit to students with or without disabilities. 
Unintended Negative Consequences of Use 
Multiple concerns were expressed by experts about the unintended negative 
consequences of the use of paraprofessionals in special education service delivery. 
Among these concerns were those related to the quality of instruction and the nature of 
interactions between students with disabilities and their teachers and peers (Causton-
Theoharis & Malmgren, 2005; Giangreco & Broer, 2005, 2007; Giangreco, Broer, & 
Edelman, 2001). Having the paraprofessional present was reported to be a possible 
excuse for the general education teacher to relinquish his or her responsibilities to the 
paraprofessional (Blacher & Rodriguez, 2007; Giangreco, Yuan, et al. , 2005). 
Paraprofessionals were reported to likely be the conduit between students and 
typically developing peers during occasions for socialization, for example, during 
transitions, at lunch, during recess, or during other nonacademic activities (Giangreco & 
Broer, 2007; Giangreco, Yuan, et al. , 2005). Researchers argued that the abilities of the 
student with disabilities to engage with peers were compromised by any number of 
factors, including language delays or underdeveloped social skills. In fact, data revealed 
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that peers interacted less frequently with students with disabilities when paraprofessionals 
were present (Giangreco & Broer, 2007; Giangreco, Yuan, et al. , 2005). Malmgren and 
Causton-Theoharis (2006) studied interactions of students with and without 
disabilities related to the proximity of the paraprofessional. They concluded "of the 32 
interactions with peers observed over the course of this study, 29 (90%) of them occurred 
during the short time frame (approximately two and a half hours) in which the 
paraprofessional was not physically proximate" (p. 309). Giangreco, Yuan, et al. (2005) 
found that excessive and unnecessary proximity of the paraprofessional to the student 
with disabilities resulted in 
• separation from classmates, 
• unnecessary adult dependence, 
• interference with peer interaction, 
• insular relationships, 
• feelings of stigma, 
• limited access to competent instruction, 
• interference with teacher engagement, 
• loss of personal control and gender identity, and 
• problematic acting-out behavior to express dislike for the presence of 
the paraprofessional. 
McGrath, Johns & Mathur (2010) expressed concerns about the unintended 
negative consequences associated with the use of paraprofessionals. They cautioned that 
paraprofessionals may have less of a professional relationship with the students, and 
more of a relationship they called "paramothering." They warned that paraprofessionals 
may have strained relationships with the teachers because they are "teacher wanna-bes" 
and also because they are "paratrained," implying that they are not trained as teachers 
despite the expectations, in some cases, to perform the duties of that role. 
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In some cases, it was determined that students could not be included in the 
general education classroom without the support of a paraprofessional (Lake Travis 
Independent School District, 4 ECLPR 500 (SEA TX 2003); Molly L. v. Merion School 
District, 36 IDELR 182 (ED PA 2002); Montgomery County Public Schools, 27 IDELR 
658 (SEA MD 1997)). However, some students to whom the paraprofessionals were 
assigned perceived the presence of the paraprofessional as detrimental (Broer et al. , 
2005). Broer et al. (2005) studied 16 students with intellectual disabilities. They reported 
that the majority of students they studied revealed that this service delivery model had 
disappointingly not met their wishes to have friends, to belong, to be worthy of the 
teacher' s time, or to be in school without fear or embarrassment. Some students reported 
feeling "mistreated, misunderstood, and not meshing well" (p. 420). Students were 
quoted saying, "She didn't really understand who I really was," "She was mean," "She 
used to put me down," "I don't like being yelled at," and "Sometimes I thought they 
weren't patient enough . .. just trying to get it done and over with" (p. 420). There were 
additional negative comments from students that having a paraprofessional assigned to 
them was like having their own mother with them all day at school. 
The presence of the paraprofessional may have adverse effects on the 
"ownership" of the student with disabilities by the general education teacher (Giangreco, 
Yuan, et al., 2005). Chopra and French reported general education teachers were less 
engaged with students with disabilities when the paraprofessionals were the individuals 
communicating with parents ofthe students (2004). Ghere and York-Barr (2003) did a 
multi-site case study of 53 teachers, administrators, and paraprofessionals on the topic of 
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paraprofessionals in inclusive education programs. They reported that general education 
teachers found the division of responsibilities with paraprofessionals at times unclear, and 
consequently they might not plan lessons for paraprofessionals, or they might relinquish 
instructional decisions about students to paraprofessionals. 
Researchers have expressed concern about an overreliance on paraprofessionals at 
the expense of best practice and that the efficacy of their use is dependent on the 
individual skills of the paraprofessional and the quality of the oversight of their work 
(Giangreco, Backus, et al. , 2003; Giangreco & Broer, 2005, 2007; Giangreco, Halvorsen, 
et al. , 2004; Giangreco, Smith, et al. , 2006; Giangreco, Yuan, et al. , 2005 ; Mueller, 
2002). These studies argued that daily responsibilities previously performed by special 
educators, such as direct instruction, planning, and curricular modification, were being 
done by paraprofessionals (Blacher & Rodriguez, 2007). Giangreco and Broer's study of 
73 7 general and special educators, parents, administrators, and paraprofessionals revealed 
that, "on average, special educators spend a significantly smaller percentage of their time 
on instruction than do the special education paraprofessionals that they supervise" (2005, 
p. 21). 
Remedies to Potential Overuse 
There was a concern expressed throughout the literature about the potential 
overuse of paraprofessionals (Giangreco & Broer, 2005; Giangreco, Halvorsen, et al., 
2004; Giangreco, Smith, et al. , 2006; Giangreco, Yuan, et al. , 2005). As a remedy, 
Giangreco, Halvorsen, et al. recommended that schools be self-reflective and consider the 
efficacy of the use of paraprofessionals, a service delivery model that the authors 
25 
consider as having scant supporting evidence. Giangreco and Broer (2003) provided a 
model, Evolve, for districts to use to exercise self-reflection. Evolve is a framework for 
stakeholders to examine how the practice works in their respective districts. Giangreco 
and his colleagues (Giangreco, Halvorson, et al.) urged school administrators to consider 
alternatives to the use of paraprofessionals. They specified seven alternatives advocating 
that administrators: 
• trade paraprofessional positions for special educator positions. The cost of 
several paraprofessionals would equal the cost of hiring a special educator to 
work directly with students; 
• increase the responsibility of the general education teacher for the special 
education students. This increase in responsibility of the general education 
teacher may decrease the need of the paraprofessional to be present in the general 
education classroom; 
• provide a transitional paraprofessional pool to have previously trained personnel 
move seamlessly into new positions to help students with disabilities; 
• provide clerical paraprofessionals that would in tum allow special educators to 
have more time to work with students; 
• lower the case loads of the special educators so they could service more students 
themselves; 
• teach peer support strategies to classmates of children with disabilities to 
decrease adult dependency; and 
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• encourage students with disabilities to be involved in decisions related to their 
paraprofessional support to increase self-advocacy, self-awareness, and self-
reflection and to decrease adult and prompt dependence. (Giangreco, Halvorsen, 
et al.) 
The authors contended that these alternatives would be advantageous to all stakeholders 
and cautioned administrators to not overuse paraprofessionals at the expense of the 
social, academic, and emotional growth and development of the students with disabilities. 
The Dilemma for Special Education Administrators 
The delivery of services to students with disabilities in the LRE, often general 
education classrooms, creates challenges for special education administrators. The use of 
paraprofessionals is one solution to supporting the students in the LRE. As a service 
delivery model, however, it invites an important question about whether the direct 
services are being delivered, as mandated by law: by highly qualified personnel (IDEA 
Regulation 34 CFR § 300.23) who are collecting data (IDEA Regulation 34 CFR § 
300.309 (b)(2)) while using research-based practices and instruction (IDEA Regulation 
34 CFR § 300.306 (b)(l)(i-ii); IDEA Regulation 34 CFR § 300.309 (b)(l)). 
Summary 
A review of the literature reveals that concerns have been raised by some about 
(a) the qualifications ofthe paraprofessionals providing services and whether (b) 
paraprofessionals ' services meet the mandates ofiDEA and NCLB (Ashbaker & Morgan 
(2004); Carteret al. (2009); French, (2003); Ghere & York-Barr (2003); Giangreco, 
Edelman, et al., (2001); Mueller (2002); Patterson (2006)). This concern has lead to a 
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focus on the content of training for paraprofessionals (Riggs & Mueller (2001); 
Giangreco, Backus, et al (2003); Wadsworth and Knight (1996)), appropriate supervision 
(Carnahan et al. (2009); Fisher & Pleasants (2011); French (2003); Ghere & York-Barr 
(2003); Giangreco, Backus, et al. (2003); Picket et al. (2003)), and evaluation (French 
(2003): Ghere & York-Barr (2003); Riggs and Mueller (2001)). The fmal topic found in 
the literature is that of alternatives to paraprofessional use to be considered by IEP teams 
and administrators (Giangreco & Broer (2003); Giangreco, Halvorsen, et al. (2004)) in an 
attempt to decrease their use. 
Need for Research 
As administrators are held accountable for research-based practice with students 
with disabilities (NCLB), it is notable that the effectiveness of this frequent practice of 
paraprofessional use is not well documented. According to Giangreco and Broer, 
"virtually no student outcome data exists suggesting that students with disabilities do as 
well or better in school given paraprofessional support" (2005, p. 10). 
There is insufficient information available regarding how special education 
administrators can ensure that paraprofessionals are well trained, supervised, evaluated, 
and utilized appropriately and effectively. The increased practice of placing students 
with disabilities in the general education classroom is driven by the mandate for the 
education of students with disabilities in the LRE and the emphasis on the LRE being the 
general education classroom. "Approximately half of all students with disabilities in 
2004-2005 spent 80 percent or more of their day in a general classroom" (U. S. 
Department ofEducation, 2007, p. 68). Between 1995 and 2005, there was an increase in 
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the use of the general education classroom from 45 % to 52%. During the 2004-2005 
school year, only 4 % of students with disabilities, ages 6-21 , and served by IDEA, were 
placed "not in a general school" and 96% were served in a "general school," spending 
part or all of their day in general education classrooms (p. 182). 
Some have expressed concern, however, that this has led to paraprofessionals 
being asked to perfmm duties that are beyond their skills, training, and understanding 
(French, 2003). When the special educator and paraprofessional are not in each other' s 
immediate presence, practical issues arise that would not if the two shared the same 
space. The lack of proximity of special educators to paraprofessionals raises questions 
about compliance with the legal mandates for the provision of highly qualified teachers, 
the use of empirically validated instructional practices, and the assurance of ongoing 
collection of data to determine the effectiveness of interventions. 
Special education administrators have no cohesive evidence to present to their 
school committees and superintendents about what practitioners are doing to execute the 
requisite expectations of the laws. At the state level, policymakers could learn from the 
findings of this research what administrators reported they were doing in their districts. 
Stakeholders may benefit from learning the policies and practices used as remedies to 
simultaneously adhere to IDEA and NCLB and whether the interventions are linked to 
the best practices recommended in the research. 
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Purpose of Research 
Chapter 4 
Methodology 
The intent of the study was to add to the scant research reported on the topic of 
the use of paraprofessional. Giangreco, Suter, and Doyle (20 1 0) noted "Considered in 
combination with the small amount of data on student outcomes, it can be concluded that 
the research on paraprofessionals remains insufficient to inform policy decisions with a 
high level of confidence" (p. 50). The investigation was intended to address the challenge 
that special education administrators face as they strive to reconcile their obligation to 
meet the mandates related to paraprofessional use with the requirement that students ' 
IEPs be implemented within the least restrictive environment with little research to guide 
them. 
Overview 
The data were collected via an online survey of special education administrators 
designed to answer the research question What do special education administrators 
report are current policies and practices related to the use of paraprofessionals who 
provide support to students with disabilities in the general education classes in 
Massachusetts? The survey was designed to collect demographic information from the 
administrators as well as to ask administrators their perceptions about paraprofessionals 
including responsibilities, training, supervision, and evaluation. Administrators were also 
asked their views on paraprofessional use. 
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Paraprofessional Defined 
Paraprofessional are labeled variously and regulated variously under federal laws. 
They are sometimes referred to as instructional aides, classroom aides, and paraeducators. 
Title I, Part A, of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), as amended by 
NCLB, defines paraprofessionals who give instructional support as those who (a) provide 
one-on-one tutoring if such tutoring is scheduled at a time when a student would not 
otherwise receive instruction from a teacher, (b) assist with classroom management, such 
as by organizing instructional materials, (c) provide instructional assistance in a computer 
laboratory, (d) conduct parental involvement activities, (e) provide instructional support 
in a library or media center, (e) act as a translator, or (f) provide instructional support 
services under the direct supervision of a highly qualified teacher (Section 1119(g)(2)). 
NCLB listed mandates for paraprofessionals as those working in districts with 
Title I programs. However, according to a clarifying letter from Joseph F. Johnson, Jr. , 
U. S. Department of Education, "For a schoolwide school, this means, all 
paraprofessionals with instructional duties without regard to the source of funding of the 
positions." (Letter to Child State School Officers, 2002, April 30). Therefore, this study 
proceeded with the recognition that all Title I requirements for paraprofessionals were 
applicable to the paraprofessionals who were the focus of this research. 
The word paraprofessional in this study was used to mean an employee of the 
district who met three criteria: He or she worked with one or several students, 
. implemented any part of the student(s) ' IEPs, and worked without the presence of the 
special educator in the same room for some or part of the school day. This was intended 
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to distinguish these paraprofessionals from those who are in the same classroom as a 
licensed special educator. This latter arrangement was the predominate model used in the 
education of students with disabilities: one special education and possibly an aide in a 
separate classroom with 3 - 18 students with disabilities. Now, with the emphasis on the 
education of students with disabilities in the least restrictive environment often 
interpreted as being the general education classroom, the students with disabilities are 
'dispersed into general education classrooms, sometimes with special education 
paraprofessionals assigned to work in the general education classroom to support the 
students in that location (Wallace, 2003). This service delivery model was the focus of 
the investigation. 
Subjects 
Public school district special education administrators in the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts were the target population for this study. The survey was sent to special 
education administrators of traditional, local public schools in the Commonwealth. The 
special education administrators in Massachusetts are responsible for "supervis[ing] all 
special education for the school district and shall ensure compliance with all federal and 
state special education laws" (603 CMR 28.03: (2)). 
Administrators at agricultural, vocational, technical, and charter schools were 
excluded from the subject pool. Agricultural, vocational, and technical schools have 
students who access these schools because of their unique curricula; charter schools have 
a freedom of budget and hiring (and firing) of staff that varies from traditional public 
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schools. They were excluded also because they are not local schools overseen by school 
committees but rather by a board of trustees. 
Survey 
Content. The content within the survey was derived from topics related to the use 
of paraprofessionals reported in the literature as well as those known to the researcher as 
a practitioner who worked with paraprofessionals who were supporting students with 
special needs in the general education classroom. In addition to collecting demographics, 
data were collected about practice and policy. (See Appendix A) 
Demographics. Data were gathered on the number of students enrolled, the 
percent of enrolled students on IEPs, the ratio of students with disabilities to special 
education teachers, the number of paraprofessionals working with students with 
disabilities, the location of services for students with severe disabilities, and the percent 
of paraprofessionals working some or all of the day without the presence of a special 
educator within each district. The administrators were asked to report on whether the 
current use of paraprofessionals in their respective districts fluctuated over the past five 
years. Of particular interest were data that revealed how administrators explained 
increases or decreases in the need for services by the paraprofessionals. 
Practice. Under the direction of the special education administrator, a certified 
special educator may provide, design, or supervise special education services (603 CMR 
28.02 (3)). Specific questions in the survey were designed to collect information about 
current responsibilities granted to paraprofessionals and to elicit descriptions of 
procedures related to their training, supervision, and evaluation. Each of these was 
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investigated as a separate topic under an administrator's purview. 
Policy. As educational leaders, special education administrators must be dedicated 
to multiple allegiances. One may assume that when making their decisions, their first 
loyalty is to the laws they are required to enforce. However, they simultaneously have 
commitments to meet the needs and expectations of their school committees, 
superintendents, other administrators, the general education and special education 
teachers, the parents of the children on IEPs, and the children on IEPs concurrent to fiscal 
responsibility. When faced with the decisions of provision of personnel, it is fair to 
assume that administrators must set priorities and reconcile what may, at times, pose 
competing needs. 
Concerning policies related to procurement of paraprofessionals, administrators 
were asked whether they had written guidelines and to speculate the most frequent reason 
that a paraprofessional was provided. The questions asked sought information, not only 
on the confidence level administrators had to meet mandates, but also about whether 
there were consistent policies in place to provide guidance to IEP teams regarding 
conditions that indicated the need for the paraprofessional within the service delivery 
model. This was especially of interest because the decision to assign a paraprofessional 
to work with a child is usually a substitution for those services being provided by a 
special educator. 
Administrators were asked to reflect on their use within their districts and possible 
options they used or planned to use as a substitute for paraprofessionals. Finally, 
administrators were asked to share their perceptions on the efficacy of the use of 
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paraprofessionals to support students with disabilities in the general education classroom 
and their ability to meet the special education laws. 
Design. The survey began with a statement of purpose and the definition of 
paraprofessionals to be examined in the research. The subjects were advised that their 
participation was voluntary and their time was appreciated. The survey had a variety of 
response formats. Questions included a combination of quantitative inquiry designs 
including multiple choice, agree/disagree selection options, yes/no questions, and closed 
ratings, i.e. satisfactory/unsatisfactory. In addition to selecting from a choice of 
responses, participants were able to add comments. This allowance for respondents to 
provide their own insights to the inquiry presented an opportunity for qualitative analysis. 
(See Appendix A for Question Types). 
Many of the questions in the survey provided response choices based on the 
literature and interpreted by the surveyor as associative responses. Other response 
choices were provided from the researcher ' s experience, the researcher's dissertation 
committee, the Pilot Study Group, and the Survey Consultant, all serving as 
competent colleagues who are familiar with the purpose of the survey to examine 
the items to judge whether they are appropriate for measuring what they are 
supposed to measure and whether they are a representative sample of the behavior 
domain under investigation. (Ary, Jacobs, & Razavieh, 2002, p. 409) 
Pilot Study Group. A field study, designed to validate the survey instrument was 
conducted. The participants in the group were special education administrators who are a 
part of the EDCO Collaborative, a regional collaborative of school districts in the Greater 
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Metropolitan Boston area. This group meets regularly to discuss administrative issues 
related to special education. 
During one of the group's meetings, an overview of the research was presented by 
the researcher. (See Appendix B for a detailed agenda.) The participants then (a) filled 
out the confidentiality form (see Appendix C), (b) took the online survey at individual 
computers, and (c) filled out a feedback form (Appendix D). The feedback form was 
designed to collect users ' opinions regarding the content of the survey in relation to the 
research questions, the clarity of language used, and noted omissions. Next, with the 
researcher as facilitator, the group discussed the survey, provided feedback, and 
brainstormed suggestions to optimize the rate of return. 
Based on recommendations from the Pilot Study Group, two questions were 
added to the survey: whether services were provided in-district to students with severe 
disabilities, which would affect the need for paraprofessionals, and the approximate 
number of paraprofessionals working in the district who were not in physical proximity 
of a licensed special educator for some or all parts of the school day. (See Appendix E 
for Justification Document of Changes to Survey; Appendix F for the survey used.) 
Validation 
The confidentiality guaranteed in the electronic survey was critical to the validity 
of this research. Although it has been reported that a personal interview may produce a 
90% response rate compared with a 30% response rate for a mailed survey (Ary et al. , 
2002), the electronic survey's confidentiality had three advantages related to validity. 
One, absent personal contact, interview bias was eradicated. Two, it decreased a social 
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desirability bias that may have occun·ed in face-to-face meetings because the survey 
asked sensitive content of the respondents about their capacity to meet legal requirements 
of IDEA and NCLB, though they still may feel obliged to answer a certain way even in 
the survey. Thus, the third advantage of the assurance of confidentiality was that it 
encouraged a true response. 
To increase validity, four criteria (Fowler, 2002) were used to increase accurate 
reporting from the respondents: (a) the language used in the survey was understandable to 
the respondents, (b) from the daily expectations of their job responsibilities, respondents 
were expected to know the answers to the questions, (c) response choices were presented 
to provide a pool of options for responses, and (d) the respondents were assured that their 
responses were confidential. The appropriateness of the subjects was intended to help to 
assure generalizability of the findings of the survey because all of the respondents were 
special education administrators. 
Face validity. Face validity was established by sharing the survey instrument 
with three special educators who provided recommendations related to the question 
clarity and question relevance to the overarching research question. These 
recommendations were considered, modifications were made to the survey, and the 
survey was presented to the researcher' s dissertation committee at Boston University, 
who made further recommendations. Those recommendations were incorporated and 
reviewed by the Dissertation Committee Chair. 
Content validity. The content of the survey was grounded in the research on 
paraprofessional use. The improvements afforded by recommendations from the face 
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validity participants, Dissertation Committee, and Survey Consultant provided a 
foundation to build a methodologically rigorous instrument with sound content validity. 
Understandability of the questions was further enriched upon review of the oral and 
written responses of attendees at the Pilot Study Group meeting and the consequent 
survey rev1s10ns. 
Reliability 
Closed questions in which the respondent selected from a list of options (a) 
allowed the respondent to more reliably answer questions, (b) allowed the researcher to 
more objectively interpret responses, and (c) increased the likelihood that there were a 
sufficient number of responses to make the results richer for analysis (Fowler, 2002). The 
researcher also focused on the clarity of the questions and the general format of the 
survey with input from the Disse1iation Committee, the Pilot Study Group, and the 
Survey Consultant. Oral and written feedback from the Pilot Study Group was reviewed 
with the following purposes: 
1. To examine whether there was a failure to answer any questions. 
2. To examine comments related to the 
a. clarity or ambiguity of the language, 
b. participant's understanding of the questions, 
c. order of the questions, and 
d. length of the questionnaire (Fink & Kosecoff, 1985). 
An analysis of factors and relationships (Fink, 1995b, p. 48) occurred during the data 
analysis by examination of each question (a) individually, (b) by cross-tabulation of the 
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demographic questions to the other 21 questions, and (c) categorically; all of which 
contributed to the reliability of the data. 
Additionally, the same question was asked in multiple ways within the survey. 
For example, one question directly asked whether there were written guidelines for the 
procurement of a paraprofessional. Then, embedded in subsequent questions of multiple 
choice answers was further inquiry, including one question that asked the origin of 
requests to IEP teams for paraprofessionals, another that asked who most often initiated 
the request for paraprofessional support, and yet another that asked whether data were 
required for the procurement of a paraprofessional. This increased the reliability of the 
data on this single question of how the employment of a paraprofessional was decided 
upon in the responder' s district. 
The contributions from the oral and written responses, researcher observations of 
the Pilot Study Group, and the data gathered from the population sample were analyzed 
for content to identify patterns of experiences, policies, and procedures. Minimization of 
error increased reliability. Random error was lowered by having a large, representative 
sample (Litwin, 1995). 
Data Collection 
A letter of introduction was emailed to the special education administrators (See 
Appendix G). The notification email (a) described the importance ofthe research, (b) 
requested participation, (c) assured confidentiality, (d) alerted the respondent to the 
forthcoming email to decrease the chances of the request being considered spam, and (e) 
contained an offer to share the findings . Included in this message was a statement 
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expressing hope that taking the survey would serve as an opportunity for self-reflection 
on the policies and practices related to the use of paraprofessionals. To increase the 
likelihood of the email being read, each was personally addressed to the subject's work 
email address with the heading Statewide Research of Special Education Administrators 
in Massachusetts on the Use of Paraprofessionals, per recommendation of members of 
the Pilot Study Group. 
One week after the first electronic contact to each subject, a second email was 
sent to each of the special education administrators that contained a link to the survey 
sent by SurveyMonkey (Appendix H). The administrators were provided directions on 
how to complete the survey, expected to take approximately 15 minutes to complete. 
They were invited to email the researcher at marylou@bu.edu if they wished to receive a 
summary of the findings. One week after the survey was emailed, all administrators 
received a reminder about the survey with another link included (Appendix 1). 
Data Summary and Analysis 
Quantitative analysis of the responses in the format of multiple choice, yes/no, 
agree/ disagree, true/false, satisfactory/not satisfactory, ratings, and sentence completions 
was completed. Respondents had the option to provide their own voice to the research 
allowing for comments of up to one paragraph in length for seven questions, which were 
analyzed qualitatively. 
Quantitative. The data gathered from the respondents were analyzed in six 
separate demographic subsets according to (a) the total number of students enrolled in 
each district, (b) the percentage of students within the districts who were on IEPs, (c) the 
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ratio of students with disabilities to special education teachers, (d) the approximate 
number of paraprofessionals employed in each district, (e) the location where most 
students with severe disabilities received services, and (f) the percent range of 
paraprofessionals that met the criteria set forth in this research. These six questions were 
cross-tabulated one to another, e.g. , district size to the number of paraprofessionals used. 
The remaining 21 responses were cross-tabulated to each of these six categories. 
Questions 7-27 were analyzed as individual responses and cross-tabulated with 
the six demographic questions to seek related patterns, e.g. , district size to supervision 
provided. Data were analyzed using descriptive statistics. Data were aggregated and 
disaggregated by the preselected demographic groups identified in the first six questions, 
and an analysis was conducted to look for relationships between responses. A total of 351 
cross-tabulated data charts were examined. Additionally, each of the responses to 
Questions 7-27 was examined for its relevance within specific subtopics including 
responsibilities, training, evaluation, supervision, beliefs about meeting mandates of 
IDEA and NCLB, policies and practices, use of paraprofessionals, and administrators ' 
perceptions of the quality and level of satisfaction with the use of paraprofessionals. 
Data from the cross-tabulated charts were examined and considered for inclusion 
in the findings and discussion. The reflexive question whether the content would be 
meaningful or useful to stakeholders was applied to each chart. The data on the question 
of responsibilities granted to paraprofessionals compared to the frequency of evaluations 
performed were considered relevant due to its usefulness. While interesting, the 
frequency of paraprofessional evaluation as related to the size of the district was not 
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relevant to the central research question focused on practice as related to legal mandates, 
thus those data were not presented in this dissertation. 
Qualitative. For seven of the 27 questions, a short-answer, open-response option 
was presented. This (a) captured additional possible responses, (b) allowed the survey 
takers to clarify their responses, and (c) helped the researcher understand when a question 
may have been confusing. Each question was analyzed using five steps as described 
below: 
Step 1: Review the data. The process began with a reading of all short-answer 
responses for the question to get a broad overview of the responses to be analyzed before 
proceeding to the coding step. 
Step 2: Code the data. At this stage, the researcher coded or categorized the 
short-answer responses from the question and assigned a word or phrase that generally 
described the comment. This allowed for the researcher to tally like responses and 
compare nonstandard results. After creating the codes, the researcher analyzed the rest of 
the responses and applied one or more codes to each open response. 
If a comment was appropriate in multiple categories, it was counted in each 
category. If a comment did not fit into any of the existing coded categories, it was 
assigned a "does not fit" code for the first review. 
Step 3: Code analysis. With codes assigned to the short-answer responses, the 
data were analyzed using the same methodology used for categorical responses. This 
included summary, percentage, and demographic disaggregation. 
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Step 4: Examine patterns. The categories were compared with the responses in 
the question. There was a comparison of the total number of "other" responses to this 
question to all "other" responses in the rest of the survey. 
Also reviewed were high instances of open responses on a question against the 
entire group of questions. A question with a comparatively high number of open 
responses was considered as an indicator of a flawed question or as an indicator of an 
interesting question that elicited responders' reaction. 
Step 5: Summarize results and interpret data. Once the data were organized, the 
following questions were answered for each question with open responses: 
1. Were there additional valid responses to the question? If so, what were these 
responses, and how often did they occur? 
2. Were there written responses that occurred more or less frequently for the 
different demographic subgroups? If so, what were those patterns? 
3. Was there some misunderstanding about the question? What was that 
misunderstanding that caused the need for clarification? 
4. Did anything about the written responses suggest a problem with the validity of 
the question? Were there concerns regarding the validity of a single categorical 
response? 
5. If there were an alternate form for this question, what could it have been? 
The answers to these questions provided additional insight into the survey and 
complemented the quantitative analysis on categorical responses, which represented the 
majority of this survey. The honest review of the questions regarding a possible 
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misunderstanding of survey items served the purpose to strengthen (or weaken) the 
overall validity argument for each question. 
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Overview 
Chapter 5 
Findings 
This study investigated the perceptions of 1 07 special education administrators in 
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts on their use of paraprofessionals through the use of 
an online survey. What follows is a description of results and findings . 
Demographic Characteristics 
The survey was sent to 330 administrators of special education in the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts and was completed by 107 respondents. Therefore, the 
findings are based on what 32% of the special education administrators in Massachusetts 
reported as their responses to the survey questions. Thus, the findings must be understood 
as limited by the response rate. With that limitation in mind, the results are presented in 
the following sections. 
Special education administrators were asked to respond to demographic questions 
about their districts. Questions were designed to gather information to establish a profile 
of the respondents ' districts as they related to populations served and paraprofessionals 
employed. Data derived from these questions are presented in Tables 1 through 6 and are 
described below. 
The first question asked special education administrators to select, from a range, 
the total number of students emolled in their districts (Table 1 ). Among the respondents, 
69.2% were in districts with fewer than 3,000 students (small size districts), 30.8% had 
between 3,000 and 12, 000 students (medium size districts), and none had more than 
12,000 students (large size districts). 
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Table 1 
Total Number of Students in District 
Response 
Fewer than 3,000 students 
3,000 to 12,000 students 
More than 12,000 students 
N 
% 
69.2 
30.8 
0.0 
n 
74 
33 
0 
107 
The percent of students on IEPs within districts varied considerably (Table 2). Of 
the 1 07 respondents, 83.2% reported 1 0% to 20% of their students were on IEPs, and 
2.8% stated fewer than 10% of the students were on IEPs. 
Table 2 
Percent of Students Enrolled in District on IEPs 
Response 
0-10% 
10-20% 
More than 20% 
N 
% 
2.8 
83.2 
14.0 
n 
3 
89 
15 
107 
The number of students with disabilities compared to the number of special 
education teachers differed from community to community (Table 3). A 10:1 to 20:1 
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ratio of students with disabilities to special education teachers was reported by 66% of 
respondents. The ratio ofless than 10:1 was reported by 24.5% ofthe districts, with only 
9.4% of districts having between 20:1 and 30:1. No districts reported a ratio of students 
to special educators of more than 30:1. 
Table 3 
Ratio of Students with Disabilities to Special Education Teachers 
Response 
Less than 10:1 
Between 10:1 and 20:1 
Between 20:1 and 30:1 
More than 30:1 
N 
% 
24.5 
66.0 
9.4 
0.0 
n 
26 
70 
10 
0 
106 
Administrators reported employing varying numbers of paraprofessionals to provide 
services to students with disabilities in their districts (Table 4). The largest group of 
administrators ( 4 7. 7%) reported they employed fewer than 40 paraprofessionals, while 
32.7% reported they employed between 40 and 80. Close to 20% reported that they 
employed more than 80 paraprofessionals. 
District size related to the number of paraprofessionals. The relationship 
between reported district size compared to the approximate number of paraprofessionals 
47 
employed was examined. Of these, 64.9% of the administrators were from small size 
districts and only 9.1% were from medium size districts. Districts that employed between 
40 to 80 paraprofessionals were represented by 27.0% of respondents from small size 
districts and 45.5% of respondents from medium size districts. One-quarter (19.6%) of all 
administrators said they had more than 80 paraprofessionals employed. 
Table 4 
Number of Paraprofessionals Working with Students with Disabilities 
Response 
0-40 
40-80 
More than 80 
N 
Total% 
47.7 
32.7 
19.6 
s 
64.9 
27.0 
8.1 
M 
9.1 
45.5 
45.5 
Note: Zero administrators from large districts reported (0). 
L 
0 
0 
0 
S=Small size districts, M=Medium size districts, L=Large size districts 
n 
51 
35 
21 
107 
Districts varied as to services provided to students with disabilities within or out-
of-district. More than half (57.7%) of the district administrators reported that they 
provided services both in and out-of-district most of the time; 38.7% reported they did 
the same some of the time, and 5. 7% reported that they did not provide education to any 
of this population of students within district (Table 5). 
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District size related to out-of-district placements. Data were gathered from 
administrators to determine if services for students with severe disabilities were in out-of-
district placements or within their districts and compared it to the size of the district. 
Those in small size districts reported 6.8% as never, 37.0% as some of the time, and 
56.2% as most of the time. Respondents from medium size districts stated 3.0% as never, 
42.4% as some of the time, and 54.5% as most of the time. 
Table 5 
Number of Students with Severe Special Needs Provided Services 
Response 
Most of the time 
Some of the time 
Never 
N 
Total% 
55 .7 
38.7 
5.7 
s 
56.2 
37.0 
6.8 
M 
54.5 
42.4 
3.0 
Note: Zero administrators from large districts reported (0). 
L 
0 
0 
0 
S=Small size districts, M=Medium size districts, L=Large size districts 
n 
59 
41 
6 
106 
The frequency with which paraprofessionals worked with students in the general 
education classroom absent the special educator varied across reporting administrators. 
More than half ofthe respondents (53.8%) reported that 0 to 25% of their 
paraprofessionals worked under these conditions (Table 6). A small proportion (7.5%) of 
administrators reported that most or all (between 76% and 100%) worked without a 
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special education teacher present. Between the extremes, 25.5% of administrators 
reported 26% to 50% of the paraprofessionals worked absent the special educator and 
13.2% reported within the range of 50% to 75%. 
District size related to the number of paraprofessionals working absent the 
special educator. District size was compared to the approximate number of 
paraprofessionals who performed their duties absent the special educator for some or part 
ofthe school day. Of the administrators from small size districts, 52.7% stated they had 
none to 25% of paraprofessionals who worked without the presence of the special 
educator; 56.3% from medium size districts. In the small size districts, 21.6% of 
administrators reported between 26% to 50% of the paraprofessionals worked 
independent of a special educator; 34.4% from medium size districts. There was a 
greater discrepancy of proportions in respondents reporting in the range of having 51% to 
75% of paraprofessionals working with students with disabilities without the special 
educator; 17.6% in the small size districts and only 3.1% from the medium size districts. 
Only 7.5% of all administrators stated that between 76% to 100% ofthe 
paraprofessionals worked separate from the special educator; 8.1% were in small 
districts. 
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Table 6 
Paraprofessionals Who Work with Students with Disabilities without a Special Educator 
Response Total% s M L n 
0-25% 53.8 52.7 56.3 0 57 
26-50% 25.5 21.6 34.4 0 27 
50-75% 13.2 17.6 3.1 0 14 
76-100% 7.5 8.1 6.3 0 8 
N 106 
Note: Zero administrators from large districts reported (0). 
S=Small size districts, M=Medium size districts, L=Large size districts 
Stability of Use of Paraprofessionals 
Two questions included in the survey were designed to determine if 
paraprofessional use had been stable or if the numbers had changed over time, and if so, 
why. Seventy-four (69%) of the district administrators reported an increase in the use of 
paraprofessionals and the most commonly ascribed reason cited was an increase in 
inclusive practices (27%) (Table 7). Some (17.6%) credited the increase as being due to 
most students staying in district rather than being sent to out-of-district placements. No 
respondents reported the increase being a result of either a larger budget or a request from 
special educators. 
Administrators were asked, in an open-ended question, to provide their 
explanation for an increase in the use of paraprofessionals. Only seven participants 
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responded. Two administrators cited that it could be a combination of factors; one 
specified health reasons, and another an increase in the responsibilities for special 
education teachers. One respondent remarked that it was "the only option considered for 
many students." 
Table 7 
Reason for Increase in the Use of Paraprofessionals Working without a Special Educator 
Present 
Increase due to % n 
Perceived benefits 12.2 9 
Increase in budget 0.0 0 
Students staying in district 17.6 13 
Request from general education staff 10.8 8 
Requests from special education staff 0.0 0 
Request from parents 1.4 1 
Requests from administrators 2.7 2 
Increase in students with disabilities 8.1 6 
Increase in students with severe disabilities 10.8 8 
Increase in inclusion 27.0 20 
Other 9.5 7 
N 74 
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To further investigate the stability of the use of paraprofessionals, administrators 
were asked if they had experienced a decrease over the past five years in the use of 
paraprofessionals working with students with disabilities without the presence of a 
special educator and, if so, the reason (Table 8). Approximately one quarter of the 
respondents (23%) indicated that they had experienced a decrease. The reported reasons 
included primarily a decrease in budget (32%) and an increase in the use of special 
education teachers (24%). An increase in the inclusion of students with disabilities by 
general education teachers (16%) and a decline in the number of students identified as 
students with disabilities (8%) were the only other reasons identified. 
Administrators were provided with the option to write in their own additional 
comments to explain the decline in the use of paraprofessionals. Responses included (a) a 
decreased student need for a paraprofessional, and (b) an increased expectation in 
supervision; who required the supervision was not explained. 
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Table 8 
Reasons for Decrease in the use of Paraprofessionals 
Decrease due to %n 
Budget 32 8 
Increase in students attending out-of-district placements 0 0 
Decrease in requests from general education staff 0 0 
Decrease in requests from special education staff 0 0 
Decrease in requests from parents 0 0 
Decrease in requests from administrators 0 0 
Decrease in number of students with disabilities 8 2 
Increase in number of special education teachers 24 6 
Increase in facilitation of inclusion by general education teachers 16 4 
Increase in use of peer support 0 0 
Other 20 5 
N 25 
Responsibilities 
Prior research revealed that, nationwide, the responsibilities performed by 
paraprofessionals differed district to district (Spence, 2001). To gather data regarding 
responsibilities granted to paraprofessionals in Massachusetts, administrators were asked 
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to select any of 25 responsibilities specified in the survey that applied in their districts 
(Table 9). A large proportion of respondents selected responsibilities that could be 
interpreted as those which assist in the delivery of services to students with disabilities 
and not those traditionally considered to be primary direct services expected to be 
provided by a highly qualified licensed teacher. They included (a) providing support to 
complete work (97.1 %), (b) implementing accommodations on students IEPs (90.2%), 
and (c) reviewing instruction provided by the general education teacher (90.2%). A few 
responsibilities, however, were identified that are conventionally assigned to licensed 
teachers, i.e., creating assistive technology programs (1 %), designing behavior plans 
(1 %), making instructional decisions based on data (2%), or reporting on data directly to 
parents (2.9%). No administrators reported that paraprofessionals were responsible for 
writing interim reports. A large proportion of respondents (84.3%) did report that 
paraprofessionals were expected to maintain data collection in general, and 48% of 
administrators noted that paraprofessionals specifically collected data for the 
Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System -Alternate Assessment (MCAS-
ALT). Four administrators added responsibilities that were not included in the list of 
options, including the provision of personal care (n = 2), and the implementation of 
behavior plans (n = 2). 
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Table 9 
Responsibilities Granted to the Paraprofessionals 
Responsibility % n 
Implement accommodations 90.2 92 
Create lessons 3.9 4 
Design behavior plans 1.0 1 
Teach new content 8.8 9 
Pre-teach content 43.1 44 
Review instruction provided by general education teacher 90.2 92 
Provide support to complete work 97.1 99 
Modify lessons on the spot 33.3 34 
Supervise AT programs 30.4 31 
Create AT programs 1.0 1 
Adapt tests 16.7 17 
Communicate directly with family 6.9 7 
Create data sheets 9.8 10 
Maintain data collection 84.3 86 
Report on data to IEP Team 13.7 14 
Report on data directly to parents 2.9 3 
Make instructional decisions based on data 2.0 2 
Restrain child 45.1 46 
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Attend IEP meetings 15.7 16 
Contribute to writing IEP 11.8 12 
Write interim reports 0.0 0 
Contribute to writing progress reports 29.4 30 
Supervise at recess/lunch 84.3 86 
Administer accommodations on MCAS 69.6 71 
Collect data for MCAS-ALT 48.0 49 
Other 6 
N 102 
Responsibilities related to stability of use of paraprofessionals. The 
administrators who reported an increase in paraprofessional use most often identified the 
responsibilities they granted to them were to (a) support students to complete their work 
(98 .1 %), (b) review instruction from the general education teachers (92.5%), (c) 
implement accommodations on students' IEPs (90.6%), and (d) supervise students at 
lunch and recess (86.8%). 
Administrators who reported a decrease in paraprofessional use primarily named 
the responsibilities granted to paraprofessionals to be (a) implementation of 
accommodations on student(s)' IEPs (100%), (b) review instruction provided by general 
education teacher (94%), and (c) maintain data collection (91 %). The requests for 
paraprofessionals in districts that repmied a decrease were largely based (64.2%) on the 
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needs of the student; the next highest rating was 14% based on the requests of the general 
education teacher. 
Training 
The amount and type of training provided to paraprofessionals nationwide is 
reported to vary (Riggs & Mueller, 2001 ). In an attempt to investigate the professional 
development provided to paraprofessionals within Massachusetts, respondents were 
asked to select, from a list of options, topics about which administrators had provided or 
plan to provide training (Table 1 0). The most frequently reported topics about which 
training was provided were confidentiality (97% ), safety and emergency procedures 
(96%), restraint use (96%), and roles and responsibilities (92%). Approximately one 
quarter of respondents reported the provision of training related to English Language Arts 
pedagogy (29.8%), math pedagogy (26.6%), and the Massachusetts Curriculum 
Frameworks (26.4%). The least often reported training provided was in Social 
Studies/Science pedagogy (6.7%). The topics most identified as not provided included 
Social Studies and Science pedagogy (77.8%), math pedagogy (56.4%), English 
Language Arts pedagogy (54.3%), and communication with parents (54.8%). 
Eight of 1 02 participants exercised the option to provide their own input about 
training topics. One respondent indicated that all professional development offerings 
were also available to paraprofessionals, one specified autism awareness, and one, social 
thinking. Five respondents indicated that the training varied based on the needs of the 
paraprofessional and the student. 
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Table 10 
Reported Formal Training for Paraprofessionals 
Training Provided Not Provided Plan to Total 
Provide 
% n % n % n N 
Safety/emergency 96.0 95 3.0 3 1.0 1 99 
Confidentiality 97.0 98 2.0 2 1.0 1 101 
First Aid 64.9 63 34.0 33 2.1 2 97 
Disability awareness 86.6 84 5.2 5 9.3 9 97 
IEP Development 39.6 36 52.7 48 7.7 7 91 
Restraint use 96.0 97 3.0 3 1.0 1 101 
51 A regulations 69.4 68 25.5 25 5.1 5 98 
Discipline Codes 63.5 61 30.2 29 6.3 6 96 
ABA 80.2 81 9.9 10 10.9 11 101 
Implementation of behavior plan 85.0 85 4.0 4 11.0 11 100 
Data Collection 82.8 82 9.1 9 9.1 9 99 
Roles and responsibilities 92.0 92 2.0 2 6.0 6 100 
Math Pedagogy 26.6 25 56.4 53 17.0 16 94 
ELA Pedagogy 29.8 28 53.3 51 16.0 15 94 
Social Studies/Science Pedagogy 6.7 6 77.8 70 15.6 14 90 
Facilitation of social skills 63.0 63 16.0 16 22.0 22 100 
Study skills strategies 45.7 43 31.9 30 24.5 23 94 
Differentiated instruction 41.9 39 38.7 36 20.4 19 93 
Communication with team 
members 65.3 62 24.2 23 11.6 11 95 
Communication with parents 38.7 36 54.8 51 6.5 6 93 
Communication with students 68.0 66 20.6 20 11.3 11 97 
MA Curriculum Frameworks 26.4 24 53.8 49 20.9 19 91 
MCAS 55.8 53 40.0 38 5.3 5 95 
59 
MCAS-ALT 
Other 
N 
Evaluation 
44.3 39 48.9 43 8.0 7 88 
8 
102 
French (2003), Ghere and York-Barr (2003), and Riggs and Mueller (2001) 
reported there was inconsistent focus and frequency of evaluation of paraprofessionals. 
Information was gathered to determine if paraprofessionals in Massachusetts were 
evaluated, at what frequency, and by whom. In the survey, evaluations were defined as 
formal observations resulting in a written report. Evaluations were reported to occur once 
a year by 76% of the respondents and more than once a year by 6.7% (Table 11). 
However, nearly one out of five administrators ( 17.6%) stated that formal evaluations 
resulting in a written report were not conducted. 
Table 11 
Evaluation Frequency 
Frequency 
Once a year 
More than once a year 
Do not provide fmmal evaluations 
N 
60 
% 
76.0 
6.7 
17.3 
n 
79 
7 
18 
104 
From districts that reported that evaluations did occur, administrators were asked 
to identify the role of the person who conducted the evaluations (Table 12). From the six 
choices provided, the most frequently reported role (83.5%) was the building principal. 
The special education administrator was the second most frequently named position 
responsible for conducting evaluations (24.7%). The least frequently selected roles were 
that ofthe special education teacher (10.6%) and the general education teacher (1.2%). 
One out of five administrators (20.6%) did not answer the question regarding evaluations. 
Administrators were given the option to provide their own comments to the 
question of the role of the people in the district who perform evaluations. Fifteen out of 
85 administrators (17.6%) responded to the open-ended opportunity regarding evaluators. 
As a result of the analysis of the fifteen responses, four categories emerged wherein 
evaluations (a) were done as a collaborative process (n=10), (b) were not assigned to 
those in a particular position within the district (n=1), (c) were done by a supervisor 
(n=2), and (d) varied by school/program (n= 1 ). One response was a repeat of a provided 
response. (See Appendix J for the specific responses). 
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Table 12 
Role of Person who Conducted Paraprofessionals' Evaluations 
Role % n 
Administrator of Special Education 24.7 21 
Building Principal 83.5 71 
Assistant Principal 31.8 27 
Department Head 11.8 10 
Special Education Teacher 10.6 9 
General Education Teacher 1.2 1 
Other: 15 
N 85 
Supervision 
The frequency and nature of supervision of paraprofessionals by special educators 
with whom they work is unknown (Giangreco, Edelman, et al. , 2001). To determine if 
and how often supervision of paraprofessionals occurred, administrators were asked to 
select from a list of frequency options (Table 13). While supervision can take many 
forms, in this study no questions were directly asked about the nature of the supervision 
that was conducted, but instead, questions were asked about the frequency and duration 
of meetings conducted between teachers and the paraprofessionals assigned to them. It is 
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not known if the meetings were, in fact, supervisory in nature, however. Weekly 
meetings were reported by 35.4% of respondents and as needed was the next most 
frequently selected answer (23 .2%). 
Open responses to this question were provided by 18 out of 99 respondents. The 
18 responses were sorted among five categories. They included (a) every 6 weeks (n=l), 
(b) ongoing (n=2), (c) qualification/ clarification of a presented response (n=3 ), (d) 
unrelated comment (n=4), and (e) reported to vary by program/student (n=8). 
Table 13 
Frequency of Formal Meetings between Paraprofessionals and Special Educators 
Response % n 
Take place daily 13.1 13 
Take place weekly 35.4 35 
Twice a month 3.0 3 
Take place monthly 4.0 4 
Take place yearly 3.0 3 
Are not required 1.0 1 
Occur as needed 24.2 24 
Occur when possible 16.2 16 
Other: 18 
N 99 
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Data were also gathered regarding whether the districts systemically provided 
time for these meetings to occur (Table 14) and if so, how much (Table 15). The 
responses to this question about time availability were almost equally divided with 50.5% 
of administrators reporting time was provided and 49.5% indicating it was not. 
Table 14 
Provision of Time for Supervision Provided by District 
Response 
Yes 
No 
N 
% 
50.5 
49.5 
n 
51 
50 
101 
Of the 100 respondents to the question about the amount of time provided for 
meetings, 35% indicated between one half-hour to one hour per week. Only 1% of 
administrators stated that more than two hours a week were allotted for meetings. In 
summary, 59% of reporting districts allocated one hour or less per week and one-third 
(33%) of reporting districts did not allocate any time. 
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Table 15 
Time Allocated for Formal Meetings between Paraprofessionals and Special Educators 
Amount of time % n 
Less than one half hour/week 23 23 
One half hour to one hour/week 36 36 
1-2 hours per week 7 7 
More than 2 hours per week 1 1 
No time is allocated 33 33 
N 100 
Administrators are accountable to be simultaneously fiscally responsible and 
educationally sound in their decisions about how they optimize the use of employees' 
time. When special education administrators were asked if they believed there was 
sufficient time provided for formal meetings between paraprofessionals and special 
educators, almost three-quarter of respondents (72.5%) answered that there was not 
(Table 16). 
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Table 16 
Sufficiency of Time for Supervision 
Response 
Yes 
No 
N 
% 
27.5 
72.5 
n 
28 
74 
102 
When further asked to identify the most significant barrier to the provision of 
time, 35.8% of respondents identified that the budget did not provide for it, with the next 
most frequently selected response that time was not allocated for the paraprofessional 
(29.9%). An equal number (13.4%) reported that the barriers were that (a) time was not 
allocated for special educators, and (b) there were limitations within the 
paraprofessionals' contracts (Table 17). Interestingly, no administrators cited that 
supervision of paraprofessionals was not supported by the school committee, despite the 
fact that budgets were noted as obstacles in 35.8% of responses. 
Given the option to provide comments, 14 out of the 67 (21%) respondents to this 
question wrote-in their own opinions. These responses were sorted into five categories. 
The categories included (a) contract constraints (n=3), (b) multiple factors (n=S), (c) a 
repeat of a presented response (n=l ), (d) that the barriers varied depending on the 
student/program (n=1), and (e) schedule constraints (n=ll). 
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Table 17 
Barriers to the Provision of Time for Supervision 
Response % n 
Budget does not provide for it 35.8 24 
Not valued by School Committee 1.5 1 
Time not allocated for paraprofessional 29.9 20 
Time not allocated for special educator 13.4 9 
Contract limitation of paraprofessional 13.4 9 
Contract limitations of educator 6.0 4 
Educators not comfortable to fulfill role 0.0 0 
Other: 14 
N 67 
Three interesting correlations were noted when data regarding services to students 
with severe disabilities was compared to supervision of paraprofessionals. When the 
responses regarding whether students with severe disabilities were serviced within or out-
of-district were compared to the data regarding the amount of supervision time, the 
correlation was .9. Of interest, 64% of administrators who reported that most of the time 
the district provided services to students with severe special needs also repmied that 
formal meetings took place weekly. There was a correlation of .49 when data regarding 
whether students with severe disabilities were serviced in district or out-of-district were 
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compared to the amount of formal meeting time provided for paraprofessionals to meet 
with special educators. 
Perceptions Regarding Policy and Practice 
Both IDEA and NCLB mandate requirements related to special education services 
and the use of paraprofessionals. Special education administrators are the designated 
gatekeepers in charge of implementing and upholding these laws. Administrators 
responding to this survey were asked to rate their ability to meet named mandates as 
satisfactory or unsatisfactory (Table 18). The ability to meet the requirement to have 
paraprofessionals assist the special educator received the highest level of satisfaction 
from administrators (94.4%). District administrators indicated a high degree of 
satisfaction (91.9%) with their ability to meet the requirements ofiDEA and NCLB 
regarding educating students in the least restrictive environment. They were somewhat 
less satisfied (81.4%) with their ability to meet the mandates for highly qualified 
teachers. Approximately three out of four administrators reported that they were satisfied 
they met the requirement to have paraprofessionals supervised by special education 
teachers (75.5%). Slightly fewer than that (72%) reported as satisfactory their ability to 
provide scientifically based instruction. Only 64.6% of respondents indicated they were 
satisfied that they were meeting the legal requirement regarding data collection. Overall, 
there was an aggregate satisfaction rate of 80% for all mandates specified in the survey. 
The administrators were least satisfied with their ability to meet the requirement to 
collect data to determine effectiveness of instruction (35.4%) and their ability to meet the 
requirement to provide scientifically based instruction (29%). 
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Table 18 
Ability to Meet the Legal Mandates Regarding Paraprofessionals 
Requirement to Satisfactory Not satisfactory Total 
% n % n 
Allow paraprofessionals 
to assist the special educator 94.9 94 5.1 5 99 
Educate students in LRE 91.9 91 8.1 8 99 
Provide highly qualified 81.4 79 19.6 19 98 
Teacher provide 
scientifically-based practice 72.0 72 29.0 29 99 
Collect data to determine 
effectiveness of instruction 64.6 64 35.4 35 99 
Have paraprofessionals supervised by 
licensed special education teachers 75 .5 74 24.5 24 98 
N 100 
There are no provisions in the law that can be used to guide district administrators 
regarding when it is appropriate to use paraprofessional support for students in general 
education classrooms. To determine whether districts developed their own criteria to 
guide practice, administrators were asked about the existence of such guidelines in their 
districts. Almost two-thirds (61.9%) of the administrators indicated that they did, in fact, 
have written guidelines; 38.1% reported that they did not (Table 19). 
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Table 19 
Existence of Written Guidelines for Procurement of a Paraprofessional 
Response 
Yes 
No 
N 
% 
38.1 
61.9 
n 
37 
60 
97 
Administrators were asked the most frequent reason for employing a 
paraprofessional from an array of eight possible responses (Table 20). The most often 
selected response was the needs ofthe student (40.9%). Only one-fifth (20.4%) of 
administrators responded that the decision was based on the discussion at the IEP 
meeting. One percent of respondents identified special education teacher request as a 
factor and none reported that the decision was based on a recommendation from an 
outside evaluator. While an administrator could have multiple reasons for employing a 
paraprofessional, the respondents were asked to select just one answer. 
Special education administrators were given the option to provide their own 
responses as to whom they attributed the most frequent, primary source for a request to 
provide a paraprofessional to support a student with disabilities. Fill-in responses were 
provided by eight out of the 93 responding administrators (8.6%). These eight comments 
were sorted into four categories. They were: 
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(a) multiple factors, including parents (n=1); 
(b) the principal (n=1); 
(c) student need [repeating a presented response] (n=4); and 
(d) unrelated comment (n=1). 
Although the needs of the student had been one of the presented choices, the four 
write-in responses offered further specificity including (a) behavioral needs of the 
student, (b) medical needs, (c) behavior, and (d) that "many requests are related to the 
students' weak attention and therefore the need for frequent redirection or re-teaching as 
s/he has missed key information; also many students need aide support to sustain their 
effort when working independently, especially with written output tasks." 
To assess the special education administrators ' satisfaction with the incidence of 
their use of paraprofessionals, they were asked to identify a series of belief statements as 
true or false. Half (50%) of administrators indicated they thought they over utilized 
paraprofessionals (Table 21 ). Approximately half of administrators ( 49.5%) indicated 
they thought they used too many paraprofessionals. At a slightly less frequent rate, 
43.3% of respondents reported they had the right number. Over half (52.1 %) said they 
were working to decrease the number of paraprofessionals, while 16.3% of the said they 
were working to increase their paraprofessional staff. Only 38.5% of respondents said 
they had a system in place for accountability for the utilization of paraprofessionals, 
while 27.7% of the administrators claimed that they had sound criteria for their use. The 
need to develop criteria for the use of paraprofessionals was a belief statement reported as 
true by 75.3% of the responding administrators. 
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Table 20 
Basis for Decision to Procure a Paraprofessional 
Response % n 
Parent request 4.3 4 
General education teacher request 9.7 9 
Special education teacher request 1.1 1 
Data provided related to needs of student 15.1 14 
Needs of student 40.9 38 
Discussion at IEP meeting 20.4 19 
Continuation of service provided previous year 5.4 5 
Recommendation from outside evaluator 0.0 0 
Specific criteria required by our district 3.2 3 
Other: 8 
N 93 
Only three out of the 94 respondents (3 .1%) provided their additional comments 
on the question of their perceptions on the use of paraprofessionals. One was an unrelated 
comment; two were clarifications of presented responses. 
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Table 21 
Belief Statements about the Use of Paraprofessionals 
Option True 
n % 
Use too many 49.5 47 
Have too few 10.9 10 
Have right number 43 .3 39 
Overutilize 50.0 47 
Proactively working to decrease use 52.1 49 
Working to increase use 16.3 15 
Accountability for use in place 38.5 35 
Sound criteria for use in place 27.7 26 
Need to develop criteria for use 75.3 70 
N 
Alternatives to Paraprofessional Use 
False 
n 
50.5 
89.1 
56.7 
50.0 
47.9 
83.7 
61.5 
72.3 
24.7 
% 
48 
82 
51 
47 
45 
77 
56 
68 
23 
Total 
N 
95 
92 
90 
94 
94 
92 
91 
94 
93 
93 
There is concern expressed throughout the literature about the potential overuse of 
paraprofessionals and altematives to their use (Giangreco et al. , 2004; Giangreco & 
Broer, 2005; Giangreco, Smith, et al. , 2006; Giangreco, Yuan, et al. , 2005). To leam if 
altematives were being considered in Massachusetts, participants were asked about 
present and future plans to use recommendations by Giangreco et aLto prevent the 
overuse of paraprofessionals (Table 22). The most frequently identified alternative was to 
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require the general education teacher to provide differentiated instruction (75%). The 
second highest reported strategy (64.9%) as an alternative to paraprofessional use was to 
record and interpret data on the needs of the students to inform a possible increase or 
decrease in the use of the paraprofessional throughout the school year. Another 
alternative to paraprofessional use was to teach peers to assist the students with 
disabilities; this alternative was reported by 42.6% of responding administrators. The less 
frequently selected choices of alternatives utilized were to increase the number of special 
education teachers (29%), followed by involving students in decision-making regarding 
paraprofessional support (22.6%). 
This question was not answered by 12.1% of responding administrators. Three 
out of 94 (3 .2%) opted to add their own comments regarding the use of alternatives to the 
use of paraprofessionals in their districts; one was an unrelated comment, and two were 
clarifications of provided responses. 
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Table 22 
Alternatives to the Use of Paraprofessionals 
Response options Yes No 
% n % n 
Teach peers to help students 42.6 40 47.9 45 
Collect data of paraprofessional support 
to ensure only provided when needed 33.3 31 39.8 37 
Require general education teachers to 
Provide differentiated instruction 75.0 69 7.6 7 
Increase or decrease use of parapro-
fessionals throughout school year based 
on data of student's needs 64.9 61 16.0 15 
Increase number of special 
education teachers 29.0 27 50.5 47 
Involve students in decision making 
regarding paraprofessional support 22.6 21 66.7 62 
N 
Perceptions of Levels of Satisfaction with Paraprofessional Use 
Plan to 
Implement 
% n 
9.6 9 
26.9 25 
17.4 6 
19.1 18 
20.5 19 
10.7 10 
Total 
N 
94 
93 
92 
94 
93 
93 
94 
Although the use of paraprofessionals is a widely implemented practice, there is 
scant research to support its efficacy (Broer, Doyle & Giangreco, 2005; Giangreco, Yuan, 
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et al., 2005). Respondents were asked to describe whether they were satisfied with the 
quality of a variety of supports (academic, behavioral, general classroom, non-classroom) 
provided by paraprofessionals in their districts to both students with moderate disabilities 
and students with severe disabilities (Table 23). For academic support provided by 
paraprofessionals, 90% reported they were satisfied with the quality of services for 
students with severe special needs and 87.4% for students with moderate special needs. 
Satisfaction with behavior support for students with severe special needs was indicated 
by 82.2%, and for students with moderate special needs, 76.8% reported satisfaction. 
Regarding their level of satisfaction with support services in the general education 
classroom, 84.3% of respondents stated they were satisfied for students with severe 
special needs and 80.9% for students with moderate special needs. They were slightly 
more satisfied with support for non-classroom activities; 93.2% as related to students 
with severe special needs and 84% for students with moderate special needs. 
Administrators were also asked about their satisfaction with the implementation of data 
collection procedures; 80% of respondents were satisfied with data collection for students 
with severe disabilities and 52.1% for students with moderate special needs. 
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Table 23 
Quality of the Services Related to Students with Moderate and Severe Special Needs 
Response Satisfactory Not Satisfactory 
Moderate Severe Moderate Severe 
% n % n % n % n 
Academic support 87.4 83 90.0 81 12.6 12 10.0 9 
Behavior support 76.8 73 82.2 74 23.2 22 17.8 16 
Data collection 52.1 49 80.0 72 47.9 45 20.0 18 
Support in general education classroom 80.9 76 84.3 75 19.1 18 15.7 14 
Support in non-classroom activities 84.0 79 93.3 84 16.1 15 6.7 6 
The practice of assigning the least-qualified service delivery providers in special 
education to the students with the most significant is questioned in the literature (Blacher 
& Rodrigues, 2007; Causton-Theoharis & Malmgren, 2005; Giangreco, Yuan, et al. , 
2005). Very little research exists regarding the efficacy ofthis practice, however, 
according to the literature, use of paraprofessionals with students with moderate to severe 
disabilities seems to be on the rise (Giangreco et al. , 2004; Giangreco, Yuan, et al. , 2005). 
To investigate how administrators in Massachusetts perceived their use of 
paraprofessionals to provide services to students with disabilities, administrators were 
asked to choose a statement to represent his or her level of satisfaction, in general, with 
outcomes of services provided by paraprofessionals to students with moderate special 
needs compared to students with severe special needs. An equal number of administrators 
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( 48.3%) reported that they were satisfied with the outcomes for both populations (Table 
24). The next highest percent of administrators (32.6%) reported they were more satisfied 
with outcomes of services to students with severe special needs compared to 13.5% of 
respondents who reported they were more satisfied with outcomes of services provided to 
students with moderate special needs. Interestingly, 5.6% of the administrators selected 
the response option that they were equally dissatisfied with outcomes for students with 
moderate special needs as well as with severe special needs. 
Table 24 
Satisfaction with Outcomes of Students with Moderate Special Needs in Comparison to 
Students with Severe Special Needs 
Response % n N 
Equally satisfied with outcomes for students with 
moderate special needs as well as severe special needs 48 .3 43 43 
Equally dissatisfied with outcomes for students with 
moderate special needs as well as severe special needs 5.6 5 5 
More satisfied with outcomes for students with 
moderate special needs 13 .5 12 12 
More satisfied with outcomes for students 
with severe special needs 32.6 29 29 
N 89 
78 
Those who responded that they were more satisfied with the outcomes of services 
provided by paraprofessionals to students with moderate special needs than to students 
with severe special needs were asked to select from possible reasons (Table 25). The skill 
of the paraprofessional for the job (38.9%) and the ability of the students with moderate 
special needs to access the curriculum (22%) were the most frequent responses. Three 
reasons for greater satisfaction with outcomes for students with moderate special needs 
over students with severe special needs received an equal number of responses: 11%. 
The responses were: (a) support provided by the licensed special educator, (b) behavior 
of the students, and (c) general education teacher's acceptance of the student as a member 
of the classroom. 
Table 25 
Attribution of Discrepancy of Satisfaction with Outcomes of Services to Students with 
Moderate Special Needs Compared to Students with Severe Special Needs 
Difference in the ... % n 
Skills of the paraprofessional for the job 38.9 7 
Support provided by licensed special educator 11.1 2 
Inclusion of the student into the general education classroom by peers 5.6 1 
Ability of the population to access the curriculum 22.2 4 
Behavior of the students 11.1 2 
General education teacher's acceptance of 
student as member of the classroom 11.1 2 
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Administrative supports provided to this population 
Budget available for this population 
N 
0.0 
0.0 
0 
0 
18 
The most frequently selected reason to which administrators attributed their level 
of satisfaction with outcomes of services provided by paraprofessionals working with 
students with severe special needs was the difference in the skills of the paraprofessional 
(55.2%); the second highest was the difference in the support provided by the licensed 
special education teacher (35.5%) (Table 26). The responding administrators cited a 
differences in the (a) the ability ofthe population to access the curriculum, (b) the general 
education teacher's acceptance of the student as a member of the classroom, and (c) the 
administrative support provided to the population of students with severe special needs, 
all at a rate of3.4%. 
Table 26 
Attribution of Discrepancy of Satisfaction with Outcomes of Services to Students with 
Severe Special Needs Compared to Students with Moderate Special Needs 
Difference in the ... 
Skills of the paraprofessional for the job 
Support provided by licensed special educator 
Inclusion of the student into the general education classroom by peers 
Ability of the population to access the curriculum 
80 
% n 
55.2 16 
34.5 10 
0.0 0 
3.4 1 
Behavior of the students 0.0 0 
General education teacher' s acceptance of student as member of the classroom 3.4 1 
Administrative supports provided to this population 3 .4 1 
Budget available for this population 0.0 0 
N 29 
Use of paraprofessionals. When responses from administrators who stated they 
had an increase in paraprofessional use were compared to their levels of satisfaction to 
meet IDEA and NCLB, the most frequently cited categories of satisfaction were (a) 
allowing the paraprofessionals to assist the special educators (95%), and (b) educating 
students with disabilities in the LRE (95%). 
Districts that reported a decrease in the use of paraprofessionals also declared that 
they were satisfied with meeting mandates of IDEA and NCLB in several areas. The 
highest levels of satisfaction were with the requirements to (a) have paraprofessionals 
supervised by licensed special education teachers (96.8%), (b) allow paraprofessionals to 
assist the special educator (84.3%), and (c) provide scientifically-based practice (80.6%). 
Despite the reported decrease in the use of paraprofessionals, it was interesting to 
learn of administrators ' relatively high levels of satisfaction with their use. 
Administrators from districts that reported a decline in the number of paraprofessionals 
were asked to rate their level of satisfaction with outcomes of services provided to 
students with moderate and severe special needs. Levels of satisfaction on outcomes for 
students with moderate special needs received the highest ratings in (a) academic support 
(90%), (b) support in the general education classroom (90%), and (c) behavior support 
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(76%). The same group who reported a decrease rated their highest levels of satisfaction 
for students with severe special needs to be in the area of(a) academic support (95%), (b) 
support in the general education classroom (93%), and (c) behavior support (91 %). 
Training provided. There was a reported high level of satisfaction to meet 
mandates from administrators who also provided specific training to paraprofessionals. 
Approximately four out of five administrators (79%) who reported that they were 
satisfied with their ability to meet IDEA and NCLB mandates also stated, at rate of more 
than 85%, that they provided training in the following topics: confidentiality (96.9%), 
restraint use (95.9%), procedures applicable to safety and emergencies (95.8%), roles and 
responsibilities of paraprofessionals (91. 7% ), disability awareness (87% ), and 
implementation of behavior plans (85.4%). 
Time allocation for supervision. The level of satisfaction of administrators 
regarding the amount of time allocated for supervision was compared to their level of 
satisfaction with the quality of specific services (Table 27). The responses were almost 
equal (students with moderate special needs, 81. 7%; students with severe special needs, 
82%). 
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Table 27 
Rating of Quality of Specific Services to Students with Moderate and Severe Special 
Needs Compared to Reported Satisfaction with Allocation of Time for Supervision 
Services Students with 
Moderate special needs Severe special needs 
% % 
Academic support 92.9 85.7 
Behavior support 78.6 75.0 
Data collection 59.3 71.4 
Support in general education 92.6 85.2 
Support in non-classroom activities 85.2 92.9 
Average overall 81.7 82.0 
Summary 
The potential application to practice from the findings of the research on the 
policies and practices employed by educational leaders from the practitioner perspective 
of the administrators was (a) the analysis ofthe results that can inform those in the field 
of how others took federal mandates, applied at the state level-in this case, 
Massachusetts-and implemented them at a district level and (b) the possible immediate 
application of the findings for stakeholders and policymakers. The reflexive question was 
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"How will they [those in the field of special education] make use of what I give them?" 
(Patton, 2002, p. 66). 
The findings were considered for survey errors. The researcher reflected upon 
and reported on the rigor of the data collection throughout the entire research design. The 
quality of the data was examined by the researcher by reviewing the procedures used to 
create the sample, the survey design, and the data analysis for potential error. 
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Introduction 
Chapter 6 
Discussion 
Concern has been expressed in the field of special education regarding the 
perceived increased use of paraprofessionals in the education of students with disabilities 
in general education classrooms (Causton-Theoharis & Malmgren, 2005; Giangreco & 
Broer, 2005, 2007; Giangreco, Broer & Edelman, 2001) and that these paraprofessionals 
may be performing roles that some think should be the responsibility of licensed teachers 
(Giangreco, Yuan, et al. , 2005). Additionally, concern has been expressed about these 
paraprofessionals working "out of the sight" of the licensed teachers charged with 
supervising them (French, 2003 ; Giangreco, Edelman, et al. , 2001; Riggs & Mueller, 
2001). The purpose of this study was to collect information to determine whether 
administrators in one state, Massachusetts, were using paraprofessionals more or less 
frequently, how they were being used, and if, in fact, administrators shared this concern 
about increased use. Information was also collected about the type of training, evaluation, 
and supervision provided to the paraprofessionals. 
Only about a third of the administrators of special education in Massachusetts 
provided information on paraprofessional use though their survey responses. They are 
just a sample of key informants. Generalizability of their responses to the rest of the state 
is not possible, however, as, while the response rate was relatively high, it still represents 
a small sample of possible respondents. Nevertheless, this study of their responses 
provides an opportunity for other special education administrators to learn how some of 
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their peers use paraprofessionals to support students with disabilities in the general 
education classrooms. 
Paraprofessional Use and Oversight 
The data were gathered from administrators of special education who, along with 
school committees and superintendents, are responsible for ensuring that students with 
disabilities are educated in the LRE (IDEA). The survey questions were designed to gain 
insight into administrators ' perceptions on the stability of paraprofessional use and their 
policies, practices, and level of satisfaction to meet the applicable federal mandates of 
IDEA and NCLB. The following is a discussion of the responses and the findings as they 
relate to the extant literature. 
Stability of use. Mueller (2002) noted that the field of Special Education has 
become dependent on the use of paraprofessionals. Respondents to this survey indicated 
that, not only do they depend on paraprofessionals, their reliance has increased: 69.2% 
reported an increase in the past five years. A bout half of the respondents ( 4 9. 5%) 
indicated that they employed too many and over utilized paraprofessionals in their 
districts and were also working toward changing that situation. While they were seeking 
to decrease paraprofessional use, they still reported a high degree of satisfaction with 
their programs for both students with severe and moderate disabilities. 
A small proportion of respondents (16.3%) said they were working to increase the 
number of paraprofessionals employed in their districts due to an increase in the inclusion 
of children with disabilities in the general education classroom and in the number of 
students staying in-district. These administrators, too, reported they were satisfied with 
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their provision of services to both students with severe and with moderate disabilities. 
These data suggested that those administrators who were seeking to increase and those 
seeking to decrease their paraprofessional use were generally satisfied with their ability to 
provide services to both groups of students. 
Responsibilities. While administrators in this study reported that some 
paraprofessionals did assume responsibilities traditionally reserved for teachers, it was a 
relatively small number, and there was not a great amount of concem expressed when 
they were asked about this practice. Most administrators reported that responsibilities 
granted were consistent with the mandates of IDEA and NCLB, that specify special 
educators are to provide direct services to students with disabilities (Giangreco, Edelman, 
et al. , 2001) and paraprofessionals can provide indirect services, but only when they work 
under the supervision of qualified personnel (20 U.S. C. § 1412 (a) (14) (B) (iii); NCLB, 
§ 1119 (g) (3) (A)). While the nwnbers are small, it is still of concem that some 
administrators reported that paraprofessionals performed duties (e.g. teaching new 
content, creating lesson plans, and adapting tests) that should be performed only by 
teachers. 
Training. Training provided often did not match responsibilities given, despite 
the fact that according to IDEA, paraprofessionals may assist in the provision of services 
to students with disabilities only when they are "appropriately trained ... " (IDEA, 20 U. 
S.C. § 1412 (a) (14) (B) (iii)). Respondents indicated that formal, district wide training 
was provided and in the same areas recommended by Mueller (2002), Riggs (200 1 ), and 
Wadsworth and Knight (1996). Formal training most frequently focused on (a) 
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confidentiality (97% ), (b) emergency and safety procedures (96% ), (c) restraint use 
(96%), and (d) roles and responsibilities (92%). While some (43.1%) administrators 
reported that paraprofessionals pre-teach content and 33% said that they modify lessons 
on-the-spot, fewer than 30% responded that training in pedagogy was provided (English 
Language Arts (29.8%), math (26.6%), or Social Studies/Science (6.7%)). In a small 
proportion of cases, it was reported that paraprofessional were not trained, yet were 
assigned responsibilities that legally are those of teachers and not paraprofessionals. 
Among those responsibilities cited for which training was not provided were teaching 
new content (8 .8%), creating lesson plans (4%), and adapting tests (16.8%). Additionally, 
training for state-mandated reporting of child abuse and neglect (Massachusetts General 
Laws Chapter 119, Section 51A) was reported by only 69.4% ofthe respondents. 
Evaluation. Approximately three-quarters (76%) of the administrators reported 
that they conducted formal evaluations of the paraprofessional at least once a year, which 
is consistent with prior research by Riggs & Mueller (200 1) in which 26% of 
paraprofessionals reported they were not evaluated at all. While that proportion of 
reported evaluations in this study is relatively high, 17.3% of administrators reported that 
paraprofessionals were not formally evaluated, even on a once a year basis. The 
relevance of this finding must be considered as related to the responsibilities assigned. To 
illustrate, of the approximately 20% of administrators who reported that 
paraprofessionals were not evaluated, 92.2% revealed that they allowed paraprofessionals 
to implement accommodations and review instruction provided by the general education 
teacher. 
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Interestingly, some of the administrators who reported that they were satisfied 
with the work of the paraprofessionals also reported they did not formally evaluate them. 
It is possible that they based their responses on informal evaluations, or relied on the 
supervising teachers to conduct the evaluations, but it raises questions about the 
information on which the administrators based their opinions. Regardless, it could be 
easily argued that all should be evaluated on a prescribed basis. 
Supervision. Giangreco, Edelman, et al. (200 1) questioned the consistency of 
supervision of paraprofessionals by special educators. This study validated their 
concerns. Respondents reported that the allocation of meeting time between supervising 
teachers and paraprofessionals was reported by about only half the respondents and 
approximately 40% responded that supervision occurred only as needed or when 
possible. It was not known to what extent those meeting were supervisory or evaluative 
in nature, however, as information about the nature of the meetings was not collected. 
Almost three-quarters of administrators (72.5%) did not believe that enough time 
was allocated for supervision and that there were impediments to providing supervision 
including budget, time, and contractual constraints. The results in this study validated 
findings by Giangreco and Broer (2005) from the perspective of paraprofessionals in 
which "paraprofessionals (n= 140) reported spending approximately 86% (SD= 15 .8) of 
their time in close proximity (within 3ft.) to their assigned students" (p. 15) while 
"nearly 70% reported that they functioned with a high level of autonomy by making 
curricular, instructional, and activity-participation decisions without always having 
professional oversight" (p.17). The cause for concern is that IDEA requires that 
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paraprofessionals be "appropriately ... supervised" (20 U.S. C. § 1412 (a) (14) (B) (iii)) 
to be allowed to assist in the provision of services to students with disabilities. 
Procurement. Giangreco and his colleagues have expressed considerable concern 
about unintended negative consequences of paraprofessional use and have urged the 
development of guidelines for their use (Giangreco & Broer, 2007; Giangreco, Yuan, et 
al., 2005). Despite the findings of this study that the paraprofessionals use is common, 
61.9% of the administrators reported that they had no guidelines to aid them in deciding 
decisions when a paraprofessional should be provided to support a student. Only 15.1% 
reported that the decision to provide a paraprofessional was based on data related to the 
student's needs, however, what data were used was not reported. 
Giangreco, Doyle, and Suter (2012) cautioned that the addition of a 
paraprofessional without a justification ofbenefit to the student may not lead to the 
resolution of a problem. They proposed that "Rather, teams need to ensure there is a clear 
and accurate understanding of the issues and engage in processes designed to select 
solutions that match the need" (p. 364). For example, it is possible that a student with 
severe disabilities integrated into a general education classroom demonstrates behavior 
challenges, but the paraprofessional assigned to support him or her cannot be with the 
student a sufficient amount of time as he or she is responsible for supporting students in 
several different classrooms. Simply adding an untrained paraprofessional will not solve 
the challenge ofteaching the student to control his or her outbursts. The mere addition of 
an adult will not solve the problem. Alternately, perhaps a clear plan for behavior support 
that could be implemented by the general education teacher would be a better solution. 
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The findings illuminate a need for further examination of both the criteria to be met to 
procure a paraprofessional and, more importantly, the examination of the needs of the 
student. 
Levels of satisfaction in meeting IDEA and NCLB. Administrators indicated 
strongly that they were satisfied with their ability to meet six requirements of IDEA and 
NCLB while using paraprofessionals to support students with disabilities without the 
presence of the special educator. However, it is likely this satisfaction is based on 
perception and not data, since some reported they did not conduct formal evaluations and 
supervised on an as needed basis or when possible. Too, 72% were not satisfied with the 
amount of supervision they did provide. The highest percent of administrators ' reported 
satisfaction was to meet the requirement to allow paraprofessionals to assist the special 
educator (94.4%). The lowest percent of reported satisfaction was with the requirement to 
collect data to determine effectiveness of instruction ( 64.6% ). The other mandates were 
reported as satisfactory by more than 72% of respondents, including educating students in 
the LRE, providing highly qualified teachers, providing scientifically-based practices, 
and having paraprofessionals supervised by licensed special educators. It is clear that 
responding administrators perceived themselves as compliant with federal regulations 
and satisfied with their use of paraprofessionals as service delivery providers, despite the 
inherent challenges to adhere to the above specified mandates. The positive perception of 
paraprofessional use is further substantiated by the reported satisfaction of administrators 
of the quality of services provided to students with severe special needs in the area of 
academic support, behavior support, data collection, support in the general education 
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classroom, and support in non-classroom activities overall as 85.9%; 76.2% for students 
with moderate special needs. 
Limitations 
There are inherent threats to the generalization of the survey research because the 
survey was sent only to administrators in one state, Massachusetts. While the return rate 
of 32% is respectable, it is representative ofless than one-third of the survey recipients 
(107/330) making it impossible to generalize the findings to all special education 
administrators, even in Massachusetts. 
The largest number of responses was from districts with the smallest number of 
students and paraprofessionals. Some gathered demographic information resulted in less 
interesting data than expected. The respondents to the survey were disproportionately 
from smaller districts (69.2% from fewer than 3,000 students). There were 30.8% of 
respondents from districts of3,000-12, 000 students; none from districts with more than 
12,000. Therefore, the cities of Massachusetts were not represented in the data and the 
profile of the respondents represented the administrative culture of the relatively smaller 
districts. Consequently, it is possible that the data in this study were disproportionally 
affected by the responses from those respondents who may have known more about the 
day-to-day work of paraprofessionals than those in larger districts who function in a 
differently structured administrative configuration. 
A limitation affecting the interpretation of the findings may have been social 
desirability bias (Ary et al., 2002). Although the survey was anonymous, administrators 
may have been reluctant, for example, to reveal their true beliefs about their ability to 
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meet the mandates of IDEA and NCLB, or the ratio of students to special educators for 
fear of exposing policies and practices that they may have truly not been comfortable 
revealing. 
There were a small number of responses to the seven open-ended response 
questions. The responses may have been richer in content if a few of the questions were 
presented in open-ended format only, so the responders would not have had the option of 
selecting from choices provided. At this same time, an open-ended format could have 
resulted in a decrease in the number of responses to all ofthe questions due to potential 
response fatigue. 
There was a weakness in the identification of key terms used in the survey to 
ensure a shared language between the researcher and the respondents. The terms 
imprecisely defined included the following: 
1. Training was described within the question as "district-wide formal training." 
Additional questions could have been asked about whether there was, in 
addition to formal training, informal or individualized training provided, and 
if so by and for whom. Informal training is often critical to ensure specificity 
in meeting individual educational, social, emotional, and technological needs 
of students (e. g. , training related to an adaptive communication device), yet 
this vital information was not collected as the types of training was not 
differentiated. 
2. Supervision was broadly defined as "formal meetings that take place between 
paraprofessionals and special educators." Questions regarding supervision 
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included inquiries about frequency, time allotment, the sufficiency of the time 
allotted, and, if supervision was not provided, the most significant barriers to 
the provision of time for supervision. Consequently, there was no further 
probing of whether supervision occurred during or outside of these meetings. 
While it is hoped that supervision occurred during these meetings and that 
additional supervision occurred on an informal basis, it is not known from this 
research. 
3. The word data was used 12 times in the survey without definition. This 
ambiguous term weakened the analysis. For example, in one question, 
respondents were asked to identify responsibilities assigned to 
paraprofessionals including creating data sheets, maintaining data collection 
procedures, or reporting on data to IEP teams. "Data" could be interpreted as 
meaning what is learned, for example, from the (a) direct observation of a 
student, (b) examination of student work products, or (c) analysis of recorded 
data. It is not known how data were collected, recorded, or interpreted, nor by 
whom. Therefore, when administrators were asked to rate as satisfactory or 
unsatisfactory their ability to follow requirements of IDEA and NCLB related 
to data collection to determine the effectiveness of instruction, there was not a 
well developed shared meaning of the term "data"; it is possible that this term 
invalidated the responses, diluted the findings and, consequently, the 
discussion. 
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In a question designed to learn about the portion of the day paraprofessionals 
worked without being in the presence of the special educator, more than half of the 
administrators (53.8%) selected the response ofO to 25% ofthe day. Had this response 
option been divided further, for example, 0%, 1 - 10%, 11 - 30 %, etc. it would have 
been possible to learn if some administrators have no paraprofessionals who were 
unsupervised. This error in wording brought into question how many of the 53.8% were 
referencing zero as their response. 
An additional error was introduced when the survey, approved by the BU IRB and 
the researcher' s dissertation committee, was sent out by SurveyMonkey.com. For some 
unknown reason, the last two questions were inadvertently deleted. One of the deleted 
questions asked the administrators what influenced their decision to provide a 
paraprofessional to support students with disabilities and the second asked if they had 
participated in the Pilot Study version ofthe survey. While the data would have been 
interesting, they were not critical to the study. 
Personal bias is always a threat to study validity. While conducting this research, I 
worked in the role of a licensed special educator who provided training, supervision, and 
evaluation to paraprofessionals. I hold strong opinions related to training, supervising, 
evaluating, and the roles and responsibilities that should be delegated to administrators, 
general education and special education teachers, and paraprofessionals. Personal bias 
was minimized by the self-reflection of voice and by the review of the survey questions 
with the Disset1ation Committee, the Pilot Study Group, and the Survey Consultant. 
Objectivity was supported by changes made to the survey based on recommendations 
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from key informants who hold the same positions in their districts as the sample 
population, and were, therefore, the most knowledgeable resources for the survey 
revisions. I worked to provided objective descriptions and analysis in presenting the 
findings of the research in order to decrease effects of subjectivity and personal judgment 
and my committee served to assure this was the case. 
Recommendations 
What follows are recommendations to policymakers who are accountable for the 
use of paraprofessionals based on reported policies and practices from this study. These 
considerations for practice are grounded in related research and federal mandates. 
Policymakers should examine their current paraprofessional use to determine 
contributing factors for stability, increase, or decrease of use in their own districts. This 
study revealed that use was increasing in many districts, yet there appeared to be gaps in 
supervision and evaluation. Given that previous research has expressed concern regarding 
an increase in use absent efficacy studies (Giangreco, Halvorsen, et al. , 2004; Giangreco, 
Yuan, et al. , 2005), examination of use within each district is justified. 
Due to time and budget constraints, it is impossible for administrators to provide 
training in all topics relevant to the role of paraprofessional. At a minimum, however, 
each administrator should prioritize needs and provide paraprofessionals training in the 
most critical, specific job-based responsibilities for which the paraprofessional is 
accountable (e. g. , data collection), and in legal responsibilities for which the 
paraprofessional is accountable (e.g., reporting of child abuse or neglect). 
IDEA requires that paraprofessionals must be "appropriately . . . supervised" (20 U. 
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S. C. § 1412 (a) (14) (B) (iii)) to be allowed to assist in the provision of services to 
students with disabilities. While only indirect questions about supervision were asked, the 
fact that 40% of the administrators reported that there were no scheduled meetings 
between paraprofessionals and their supervisors, concern about supervision is warranted. 
While it is understandable that budgets, time, and contract constraints may serve as 
barriers to increased supervision, efforts should be make to increase the likelihood of 
consistent supervision. 
Only 38.1% of districts reported having guidelines regarding paraprofessional 
procurement, but 75.3% indicated an interest. It would be logical to assume that clear 
guidelines regarding the criteria for the acquisition of and the use of paraprofessionals 
could be helpful to IEP teams and to the 75.3% of the 107 administrators who identified 
this as an area for attention. 
Given the reported increase in paraprofessional use, it is crucial that the use of 
data- qualitative and/or quantitative, formal and/or informal-become institutionalized 
within the policies and practices related to the procurement, supervision, and evaluation 
of paraprofessionals, and the paraprofessionals' work with students. Data can and should 
be collected on paraprofessionals through supervision and evaluation. 
Some administrators said that they were working to further decrease the number 
of paraprofessionals they use. Causes reported in this study as contributing to a decrease 
in paraprofessionals included increases in the number of special education teachers who 
provide direct services to the students and an increase in the responsibilities and training 
for the general education teacher, both of which are suggested as alternatives to 
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paraprofessionals use by Giangreco, Halvorsen, et al. (2004). Administrators seeking to 
reduce the number of paraprofessionals should examine alternatives to their use, such as 
those recommended by the administrators in this study. 
It is the responsibility of special education administrators to ensure that the 
mandates oflDEA and NCLB are met. Administrators were asked six questions about 
their ability to meet requirements in these laws. The proportion of administrators who 
responded that they were satisfied with their ability to meet each of the six requirements 
ranged from 64.9% to 94.9%. The mean across all questions was 80.05%. Administrators 
may learn from others ways to increase their compliance to the laws to 100%. 
Future Research 
This study is an overview of the use of paraprofessionals as reported by 1 07 
special education administrators in Massachusetts. The analysis of the responses resulted 
in some answers and many more questions. Generally, the administrators reported that 
the assignment of responsibilities to special education professionals and 
paraprofessionals met the mandates of IDEA and NCLB. However, according to 
paraprofessionals, as reported by Carter et al. (2009), 97% provided one-on-one 
instruction, 85.3% provided small group instruction, and 19.9% wrote lesson plans (p. 
352), all activities not within the scope of responsibilities for paraprofessionals as 
articulated in the laws. A study that collects responses from both groups, administrators 
and paraprofessionals, would provide an opportunity to compare responses. 
This research studied district-wide forma/ training provided to paraprofessionals. 
More information is needed about other forms of training and the effectiveness of those 
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approaches in increasing the skills of those paraprofessionals supporting the education of 
students with disabilities educated in general education settings. 
Many (75.3%) ofthe respondents expressed an interest in the development of 
guidelines regarding when paraprofessionals should be used as a part of students' 
instructional team. Future research could examine the criteria used by other districts as a 
guide for those who intend to create their own. The transparency of guidelines may 
provide constructive information to direct IEP teams with their service delivery decisions. 
To offer a continuum of services to students with disabilities, administrators in special 
education and general education share the responsibility to find appropriate alternatives 
to paraprofessional use. More data on the policies and practices administrators have 
successfully executed to educate and motivate general education teachers to accept more 
responsibility for students with disabilities in the LRE could provide valuable guidance to 
those working to increase and improve current alternatives to paraprofessional use, e.g., 
differentiated instruction. 
Barriers to the development and oversight of paraprofessionals were reported to 
include a lack of money and time. It would be helpful to learn how others, who did not 
report these as barriers, worked around these challenges, likely shared by all. 
Conclusion 
The use of paraprofessionals is widespread in Massachusetts and is increasing. 
Other than teachers, paraprofessionals are likely the largest subset of employees in most 
school districts, so policies and practices should be in place. Despite the reported sound 
practices implemented by many, there are indicators that more formalized programming 
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needs to be established for procurement, training, supervision, and evaluation of 
paraprofessionals. 
IDEA requires that special education administrators develop and implement 
procedures to help ensure that students are provided with highly qualified teachers (IDEA 
Regulation 34 CFR 300.18 (b) (1)), and that data on students' responses to instruction are 
collected (IDEA Regulation 34 CFR 300.309 (b)(2)). The research sought information 
from the practicing administrators about how these mandates were met in their districts 
when students were supported by paraprofessionals in the LRE (20 U.S. C. § 1412 (a) 
(5) (A)) without the presence of a special educator for part or all of the day and the 
responses yielded useful data on this topic for all stakeholders. Some findings, for 
example, that a reported decrease in paraprofessional use was due to budget decreases, 
generate a question of how often decisions made by special education administrators are 
grounded in circumstances to which they must respond rather than decisions that are 
created due to their belief in and commitment to best practice. The genesis of the 
decisions of a special education administrator as related to paraprofessional use remains 
unanswered. 
The mandates of IDEA and NCLB on the use of paraprofessionals are clear. They 
require training, supervision, and evaluations. The laws state that students with 
disabilities are to receive services from highly qualified teachers using data and 
specialized instruction. 
While there is scant research to indicate that use of paraprofessionals is a more or 
a less effective way to deliver services to students with disabilities than through the use 
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of the special educator, there are a few authors who raise concerns about the overreliance 
of paraprofessionals and the unintended negative consequences of their use (Giangreco & 
Broer, 2007; Giangreco, Yuan, et al., 2005). Additionally, some urge that (a) guidelines 
for procurement be instituted; (b) only mandated responsibilities be granted; (c) and that 
systematic training, supervision, and evaluations be consistently and thoughtfully 
provided (Carteret al., 2009; Fisher & Pleasants, (2011); Giangreco & Broer, (2005); 
Mueller (2002); Riggs (200 1 ). 
Administrators reported that the use of paraprofessionals is increasing, that they 
are satisfied that they are meeting the mandates, and that they are satisfied with the 
academic and behavior support provided to both students with moderate and severe 
disabilities (and even more so for those with severe disabilities). They simultaneously 
reported there are no guidelines for their use and they are not consistently trained, 
supervised, nor evaluated. 
So is this a problem? Administrators in this study did not seem to perceive that it 
was. Too, this topic does not seem to be a focus of recent research, which can be 
interpreted as meaning that paraprofessional use is not perceived as a problem. But, the 
data in this research revealed that their use should be of concern. Students with 
disabilities are receiving instruction from paraprofessionals who are not trained to 
provide instruction. And furthermore, administrators in this study were even more 
satisfied with this arrangement for students with severe disabilities -those who have the 
greatest need for instruction from teachers with highly specialized training. 
Why did this study not reveal concerns on the part of the administrators? Perhaps 
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the wrong key informants were surveyed. The survey was sent to program directors. 
Perhaps they are too far removed from daily practice and different results would have 
been revealed had this same survey been completed by general and special educators 
provide direct services. 
Alternatively, perhaps paraprofessional use really is not a problem of practice. It 
seems that it should be, but then again, there are no data in the literature that demonstrate 
that students taught by teachers make greater gains than those taught by 
paraprofessionals. That is not to say there are not differences; it is instead the case that 
there are no data that show there are. More research could be conducted to determine 
whether there are differences in outcomes as related to roles. 
The responses provide evidence that across special education administrators in 
Massachusetts there are inconsistent practices regarding the (a) implementation ofthe 
special education laws; (b) policies and practices regarding roles and responsibilities; (c) 
provision of training, supervision, and evaluation; and (d) development of alternatives to 
paraprofessional use. Administrators are accountable to their school committees, 
superintendents, parents, and most importantly, their students, to ensure that optimal 
services are provided by paraprofessionals. It is hoped that the data revealed in this 
research will enlighten special education administrators about the practices of their 
counterparts in other districts in their state, and that they will use the data to advocate (a) 
in support of policies that maintain the strengths related to paraprofessional use, and/ or 
(b) for changes to remedy areas of weaknesses related to paraprofessional use. 
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Appendix A 
Format and Rationale for Inclusion of Survey Questions 
Demographic Information 
There were four questions that inquired about the demographic of the districts to 
identify (a) the total number of students, (b) the percent of students within the district on 
IEPs, (c) the average ratio of students with disabilities to special education teachers, and 
(d) the approximate number of paraprofessionals working with students with disabilities. 
These questions were cross-tabulated with responses to the following questions to 
investigate patterns of responses within demographic categories. 
Use of Paraprofessionals 
Two questions asked special education administrators to identify the level of use 
of paraprofessionals they provided in their districts and were cross-tabulated to responses 
provided to other questions. The questions related to the placement of students with 
severe disabilities, (i.e. , in general education classroom, out placements), as well as the 
approximate percent of paraprofessionals they employed to provide services to students 
with severe special needs without the presence of a special educator for some or all parts 
of the day. 
Whether special education administrators had observed either an increase or 
decrease in the use of paraprofessionals in the past five years was of interest in this 
research. From a list of choices, they were asked to identify the reason they most 
attribute the increase or decrease. These two questions provided data about the perceived 
reason that the use had increased or declined. 
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Responsibilities 
Twenty-four descriptors of responsibilities were provided that named possible 
expectations of paraprofessionals (i.e., data collection, pre-teach concepts). 
Administrators were asked to select those granted to the paraprofessionals in their 
district. 
Training 
Respondents were asked to indicate what formal, district wide training is 
provided, not provided, or intended to be provided to paraprofessionals in their 
respective districts. The training was to be distinguished from individual training 
provided by the special educator to the paraprofessional during supervision. 
Evaluation 
Two questions related to the evaluation of paraprofessionals. The first was 
included to identify how often, if at all, evaluations were conducted and then provided to 
paraprofessionals. If the response was that evaluations were provided, the 
administrators were asked to identify who conducted the evaluation by selecting from an 
array of choices. 
Supervision: Formal Meeting Time between Paraprofessionals· and Special 
Educators 
Five questions were presented to gather data on the quantity and perceived 
adequacy oftime provided for the paraprofessional to meet with the special educator. 
The questions sought to identify the amount of meeting time provided, if allotted time is 
provided, and perceived barriers to the provision of formal meeting time. 
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Meeting Requirements of IDEA and NCLB 
One question included was a "big picture" question. In its introduction, the 
administrator was requested to consider in his or her response the requirements of IDEA 
and NCLB. The question asked each administrator to rate the ability of the 
paraprofessional to support students with disabilities as either satisfactory or not 
satisfactory. This question focused on the perceived efficacy of the paraprofessional 
working in locations removed from the special education teacher in meeting the needs of 
the students to whom the paraprofessionals were assigned. 
Policies and Practices Related to Decision Making for Procurement of 
Paraprofessionals 
Two questions were included to collect information regarding criteria or guidelines 
administrators used to determine the need for paraprofessionals for specific students or 
classes. In addition to being asked if the district has written guidelines to procure a 
paraprofessional, the administrator was asked to select the condition that most often 
resulted in the provision of a paraprofessional. 
Use of Paraprofessionals 
Administrators were then requested to choose a response of agree or disagree in 
response to belief statements regarding the appropriate level of use of paraprofessionals. 
They were asked to reflect upon their perceptions of potential overreliance on 
paraprofessionals, underuse of paraprofessionals, or suitable use of paraprofessionals. 
Overreliance on Paraprofessionals 
Citing strategies recommended in the literature as alternatives to overreliance on 
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paraprofessionals, (Giangreco, Halvorsen, et al., 2004). The administrators were asked to 
respond (a) yes, (b) no, or (c) plan to implement as to their use ofthe stated practices. 
Satisfaction with Use of Paraprofessionals Based on Needs of Students 
Paraprofessionals may provide services in the LRE to students with moderate or 
severe special needs. As the demands of each population vary, the administrators were 
asked to rate services provided to each population as satisfactory or not satisfactory. 
Five questions on this topic were included in the survey to determine if there was a 
difference perceived by the administrators in the use of paraprofessionals for each 
population and, if so, to identify the primary reason for this discrepancy. 
Identify what Influences the Decision to Provide a Paraprofessional 
This question provided a choice of responses asking administrators to attribute 
what most influenced their decision to provide paraprofessionals to work in general 
education with students with disabilities as a service delivery model. Choices included 
the needs of the student and budgetary advantages, for example. Space was provided if 
respondents chose to contribute their own comments to this inquiry. 
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Survey Summary 
Question types and corresponding question number on survey: 
Yes/No Agree/ Multiple Satisfactory/ Not Option for narrative 
(4) Disagree (1) Choice (20) satisfactory (3) comment (11) 
14, 16, 19, 21 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 18, 23 , 24 5, 7, 8, 9, 10,12,13,17, 
22 9, 10, 11 ,12, 13,15, 20, 22, 28 
17, 20, 25, 26, 27, 28 
Questions relating to topics: 
Topic Corresponding question(s) 
Demographics 1,2,3,4 
Use of paraprofessionals 5, 6, 7, 8 
Responsi b ili ties 9 
Training 10 
Evaluation 11 , 12 
Supervision 13, 14, 15, 16, 17 
Policies and Practice 18, 19, 20, 21 , 22, 23 , 24, 25, 26, 27, 28 
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Appendix B 
Agenda for Meeting with Pilot Study Group 
October 22,2009 at EDCO, Waltham, Massachusetts 
Laptops set up at 4 Tables in a square configuration; all set to the introduction 
page ofthe survey. All were told: 
• Reminded that this was a pilot study for dissertation research on the use 
of paraprofessionals to work with students with disabilities (they had all 
previously received an agenda stating this). 
• That the survey was expected to take approximately 1 0 minutes . 
• That the survey would ultimately be sent to all special education 
administrators of public school districts in Massachusetts. 
• That the research findings would be shared with all who requested them . 
• Thank them for their time and that a small gift was on the Table behind 
them to take at the end of the meeting. 
• After completion of the on-line survey, to please close the cover so it 
would be evident that they were finished. 
Upon closing the cover of their laptops, each was given: 
• A letter describing their participation in the pilot study with a place for 
their signature to give permission to tape record the discussion to follow 
for the validation of the survey (Appendix C). 
• A Pilot Study Feedback Form (Appendix D) . 
• An assurance of confidentiality and anonymity of comments . 
What are your thoughts about the extent to which the questions in the survey are 
consistent with the research question? 
To what extent was the definition of paraprofessional useful to you in completing 
the survey? 
Is the information clear and concise? Are there ambiguous questions? 
Do you have any thoughts about the response choices that were provided? 
Do you have thoughts about questions that would be of interest to you that were 
not addressed? 
Were there questions that you thought were oflittle interest to you? 
Is the content of interest to SEAs? 
Do you have recommendations for a heading for the notification email? 
How was the format of the survey, i.e., length, room for comment? 
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Appendix C 
Dear Administrator of Special Education, 
I am conducting a survey of special education administrators in Massachusetts to 
gather data on the use of paraprofessionals to support children with disabilities in general 
education classrooms. The research is a dissertation project and is being done under the 
supervision of Professor Donna Lehr at the School of Education at Boston University. 
The findings of the research will be shared with my Dissertation Committee and any 
participants who wish to receive the summary of results. No data gathered today will be 
used for the research fmdings. 
Your participation here today at the EDCO meeting serves as a pilot study for the 
proposed research. The meeting will serve as a pilot study to illicit feedback from you on 
the survey to be sent to the remaining special education administrators in Massachusetts 
at a later date through email. Your input regarding the content and language of the survey 
will provide me with vital information as I proceed to edit the survey. 
Please complete the survey during this meeting. Upon completion of the survey, 
please complete the Pilot Study Focus Feedback Form provided. Following completion 
of these two tasks, I wish to record our discussion on a tape recorder. I seek your 
permission to tape this session so that I will be free to discuss the topics with you and not 
be obliged to take notes during our discussion. The tape will allow me to review the 
meeting discussion and to reflect upon your comments. Your survey responses, feedback 
form, and oral responses will be kept confidential. 
I hope this exercise serves as a brief opportunity to reflect upon the policies and 
practices in your district related to the use of paraprofessionals. If the survey contents are 
of interest to you, please indicate that you would like to receive a copy of the findings 
and /or participate in a future EDCO meeting to review and to discuss the findings. 
Thank you so very much for your time and contribution to this research. 
Gratefully, 
Mary Lou McDonough 
I understand that the survey responses, feedback form responses, and discussion 
comments will be confidential. 
I wish I do not wish to receive the findings of the research. 
I wish/ do not wish to participate in a follow-up discussion of the findings. 
Permission to tape record the 
meeting __________________________________________________ ___ 
DATE: ___ _________ _ 
Approved by RRB 10/1 /09 
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Appendix D 
Feedback Form for Pilot Study Group 
Please mark column to indicate your feedback on the survey. 
Definitely Somewhat 
The survey inquiry is appropriately 
linked to the research topic to 
determine policies and practices 
used in Massachusetts related to the 
use of paraprofessionals in special 
education .. 
The language used was 
clear, concise, and 
unambiguous. 
This is a topic of concern to 
special education 
administrators. 
There was ease of use to the 
format of the survey. 
Not at all 
1. Are there other questions that you recommend be deleted or explored that you 
did not see represented in the survey that would add depth to the inquiry? If 
so, please list or recommend during discussion. 
2. Please share any recommendations and comments you have on the survey. 
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Appendix E 
Justification Document of Changes to Survey 
The following describes the changes that have been made to the survey on paraprofessionals 
following the Pilot Study and a meeting with Survey Consultant, Jake Goldsmith. 
Original item Recommendation/ Changes Made based Justification ofwhy 
feedback from Pilot on feedback recommendation was made 
Study Group 
INTRODUCTION: 
I am specifically Some districts have Insert: To decrease confusion of 
interested in aides AND teaching School districts assign definition of paraprofessional 
paraprofessionals assistants and they various titles to their and to acknowledge that they 
who: have different paraprofessionals, may title them something 
responsibilities e.g., aides, teaching different. 
granted to them. assistants, tutors. 
Recommend saying-
you may call them x 
ory. 
In notification but Say more than 1 0 Inse1t: To help people decide to take 
not here, amount of minutes-Range of The survey is expected survey upon opening or at 
time to complete. completion was 12 to to take approximately another time- if it states 10 
23 15 minutes to and takes much more SEAs 
complete. may abandon it in progress. 
Distributed as part Say part of Inse1t: dissertation To decrease wonder if it is a 
of a study dissertation study This survey is being state inquiry and clarify the 
distributed to all ofthe purpose of the study. 
Special Education 
Administrators in 
Massachusetts as part 
of a dissertation study 
designed to ... 
You may be Send results to ALL • Would not ensure Did not change 
interested in who participate- anonymity to 
receiving the results. don 't ask to be respondents 
contacted under 
separate cover. 
Thank you for Add name to front Mary Lou McDonough Personalizes helping a person 
participating in this page marylou@bu.edu out by completing the survey 
survey. and identifies the university 
for credibility. 
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DEMOGRAPIDC 
INFORMATION: 
#3 Average ratio of One district reported Insert: To provide this option not 
students with to be <10:1, not a • 10:1 previously considered 
disabilities to special choice 
education teachers 
DID NOT EXIST Several participants Insert as #5 In one case within the EDCO 
thought knowing group, the size of the district 
about the type of In the continuum of mattered, in another, the 
district would be services for children model was to send to 
important, for with severe collaborative rather than 
example, X has very disabilities, do you provide paraprofessionals in 
few students with most often provide general education, so asking 
paraprofessionals your student services rural, urban, etc. would not 
and use collaborative *In general education get to the core of the use. 
almost exclusively; classrooms This option of identifying the 
Y has so few *In separate use of paraprofessionals in 
students that the use classrooms general education, if at all, 
of paraprofessionals *In collaborative seemed important 
Is minimal. *In outplacements information to identify at the 
OTHER: beginning of the survey. 
Insert as #6 
What is the 
approximate percent of 
paraprofessionals 
working with students 
with disabilities 
without the presence of 
a special educator for 
some or all parts of the 
day? 
*0-25% 
*26-50% 
*51-75% 
*76-100% 
New Heading before SEAs found shifting Inset1 before #7 Use of To help people to change 
7 topics would be Jess Paraprofessionals their frame of mind 
Use: confusing with 
headings to indicate 
a topic 
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#7 & 8 SEAs complained Insert: This is place several times 
paraprofessional that as they went Paraprofessionals who throughout as a reminder. r 
along they "forgot" work without the thought that may be insulting 
that presence ofthe special but they said NO- include 
paraprofessionals educator for some or reminders. 
meant only those all parts of the school 
separate from the day. 
special educator. 
#8 People thought they Insert: To give SEAs the chance to 
would like the OTHER clarify if they wished. Most 
opportunity to questions with lists and 
provide comments if multiple choices have "other" 
they wished so they can add their own or 
comment. 
T1·aining, Headings will help Insert heading: SEAs wanted help to change 
Support, and and this heading Responsibilities topics within the survey 
Supei"Vision does not match the 
question 
#9 Response: At least one SEA lnse1t: Everyone will understand 
Contribute to was not familiar with Contribute to writing progress reports rather than 
writing interim this term but thought progress reports. interim 
reports. it meant progress 
#9NOOTHER People thought they Insert: To give SEAs the chance to 
wou ld like the Other clarify if they wish 
opportunity to 
provide comments 
and other if they 
wished 
No HEADING Headings will help Insert heading: SEAs wanted help to change 
and there was no Training topics within the survey 
heading here 
#I 0 topics for SEAs stated that Insert the word: r am not interested in 
training much training was District wide, formal embedded training, in situ 
paraprofessionals on the spot, training training, on the job training. I 
embedded, provided am interested in formal, 
for some/ not all district wide training. 
NO HEADING Headings will help Insert heading: SEAs wanted help to change 
and there was no Evaluation topics within the survey and 
heading here they needed clarity about 
supervision vs. evaluation so 
this will distinguish this as a 
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topic 
#11 This was confused Insett: This will distinguish 
paraprofessionals with observed/ met paraprofessionals evaluation from 
evaluated with /supervised formally evaluated observation/supervision 
# 12 of the person SEAs were confused Insert: This point is supported in the 
who conducts the if it were done by Please indicate the role literature review as often 
evaluation more than one of the person who is more than one person 
person and added involved in conducting conducts so this is a good 
suggestions of the evaluation. addition . Special Education 
Department Heads, And offer Coordinator is too generic a 
Sped coordinator, *Department Head term so I did not choose that. 
assistant principal *Assistant Principal 
NO HEADING Headings will help Insert heading: SEAs wanted help to change 
and there was no Supervision topics within the survey and 
heading here they needed clarity about 
supervision vs. evaluation so 
this will distinguish this as a 
topic 
# 13 No description SEAs wanted this Insert: This was a large concern as 
of supervision clear; formal For purposes of this some thought it could be a 
meetings made survey, supervision principal, for example, 
people think of refers to day-to-day supervising the 
collaboration time support, guidance, and paraprofessional. However, 
with other team oversight provided to a this speaks to the 
members as well. paraprofessional by a requirement of a 
special educator. paraprofessional working 
under the direction of a 
special educator, however, I 
do not want to note this as a 
mandate in the survey. 
RESPONSE Added into the Other Insert: Rather than have people fill 
OPTIONS: was 2 x a month so *twice a month that in - offer it. 
that should be just 
added 
NO HEADING Headings will help Insert heading: SEAs wanted help to change 
and there was no Policies and Practice topics within the survey 
heading here 
#18 SEAs complained Insert: This is place several times 
paraprofessional that as they went Paraprofessionals who throughout as a reminder. I 
along they "forgot" work without the thought that may be insulting 
that presence of the special but they said NO- include 
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paraprofessionals educator for some or reminders. 
meant only those all parts ofthe school 
separate from the day. 
special educator. 
#20 Response SEA suggested Substitute: This is a more appropriate 
choice "needs" for Needs description. 
The disability of "disability" 
the student. 
#21 Response: Does not offer the Insert: If they say appropriate, it is a 
We have an choice to say they *We have too many vague term and having the 
appropriate number have too many, too paraprofessionals. three choices will provide 
of paraprofessionals. few, or just right. *We have too few more clear data for 
paraprofessionals. comparison. Also this will 
*We have the right give a chance to see if folks 
number of answer in a contradictory 
paraprofessionals. manner for reliability. 
Heading on final Suggestion was Thank you so very To ensure confidentiality and 
page: made to have all who much for participating anonymity. 
Information on participate receive in this survey. Having 
obtaining summary the findings. And your district 
offindings and they need not contact information 
thank you. me. represented in the data 
will enrich and 
enhance the research 
findings. 
Email me at 
marylou@bu.edu if 
you would the findings 
of the research. 
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Appendix F 
Survey 
2011 Survey of Use of Paraprofessionals in Massachusetts 
1. Introduction 
Introduction: 
This survey is being distributed to aU of the Special Education Administrators in .Massachusetts as part of a dissertation 
study designed lo determine the policies and practices used in Massachusetts related to the use of paraprofessionals in 
special education. Throughout the survey, there are sections for your input. Your comments are welcome and will enrich 
the data collection and analysis. The survey is expected to take approximately 15 minutes to complete_ 
School districts assign various titles to their paraprofessionals. e.g., aides, teaching assistants. tutors. I am specifically 
interested in paraprofessionals who meet all of the folfowing conditions. They:. 
(a) work with one or several students implementing any part of student(s)' IEPs, 
(b) without the presence of the special educator, 
(c) for some or all parts of the school day. 
While completing this survey please keep in mind paraprofessionals •.vho work under the conditions described above and 
not paraprofessionals who work in classrooms in which the spedal educator is present 
Understandably, roles and responsibilities vary depending on the needs of students, placements, and the skills of 
paraprofessionals . As you respond to !he questions in th is surtey, please try to th ink general.ly, about the group of 
paraprofessionals who work under the conditions described above, and not with any one specific paraprofessional in 
mind. 
You wilr not be asked to identify yourself nor your district in the sur;ey, and results willnoi be presented in a way that will 
al low any responses to be matched to districts or individuals. 
It is hoped that the report based on data from this survey will be useful to school administrators in Massachusetts 
regarding issues, policies, and practices related to the use of paraprofessionals. The usefulness of the study will be, in 
part, based on the number of administrators, like you , who complete the sur•tey. Your participation is important. 
If you wish to receive a summary of the findings, please contact the researcher at marylou@bu.edu. 
Thank you for your consideration of this request for participation in this survey. 
Mary Lou McDonough 
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2. Demographic lnfom.ation 
Please provide the following. infnrmaoon about your district. in this ~. Understandably, same of your 
responses will be e&imates. 
1. What is the total nu1nber of students euroUed in your district? 
Q feww than .2,000 .stod~illl> 
Q Z.llGO ttl 5,110!! studl:illts 
0 ff'IPfli! th41> 5~QIJ0 'J<t.Y<:!~~~~~ 
2. What percent ,of students: enroUed in: your district are pr'E!sently on an 
Individualized Educational Program fiEP)1 
()tHO'*' 
0 10·2011\. 
() IIH>U! 111!111 :10~ 
3. On the average, what is the ratio of students with disabilities to special 
education teachers? 
Q lr9~ tlli!l! H)c 1 
Q a~ween 1tr.1 and tG:1 
Q Betw¢~n 20: 1 and 11:}: ~ 
Q ..,~~~~ lhiin J.ll;l 
4. What is the approximate number of paraprofessionals working: with 
students with disabi'lities presenUy en1ployed by your district? 
QHo 
Qo~~o-tlo 
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~ .. ( . . 
3. Use of Paraprofessionals 
5. Where do most of your students w ith severe disabilities receive services? 
( \ .} ln st!parate classrooms 
Q 1, <o1l*h>o•>.~ivt1 
Q l n o·atplari?ments 
6. Paraprofessionals working with students with disabilities without the 
presence of a special edcuator for some or aU parts of the day represent 
what pen:;ent of the paraprofessiQnals in your district? 
/'""-, u 26'1;.,-.50% 
Q '!iQ~•··7 '!i•:• 
0 76%-1()0."(~ 
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1 .. lf you have had an INCREASE over the past 5 years, in the: use of 
paraprofessionals working with students with disabilities without the 
presence of the spedat educator for some or part of the day, in your opinion 
please se'lect which of the foUowing has MOST contributed to the 'increase. 
Q NQ't J;pp!;c:al<f• 
() Incr>!!ase due to perceived benefits o f the use of paraprllfe.ssiona~s 
Q lncrun in th• budga~ o aHo,., <~~d'ditien c;f parttprof•u<ooal~ 
() !ncreas<! in number of students m ving 1.. distn tt rather than 9·D>ir,g t:o c ut-cf-distr.cr placements 
Q rncruse ir> <@1<Uesa fur p~r:aprof>!!nio!!l ~ l :wpport fro IJ!O-.rC\1 -~:du~•ation ;taft 
() incrn~e >n t'eq:1ests f ~ p-sr aprofes~ion ~ t .~uppoJt rom spedal edu<::lltton staff 
() Increase in requests. for paraprcfessitma! support fnJ .• t~ar!mts 
Q !ncte3« an r~l:)lll!:$ts f t:lt' p~·aii)'ro~$,ion~l :$ UJ!;pon: ft~m lidm,n•$!:t;,rors 
lncr~a!>~ i _ number of st- c!~nts identifie as · a '<'<ng Cis abilities 
Q l.ncr~A'.e 11'1 aumb~•· <>f ~~,..;!~nt~ le'~n~t~itd u hav.ng $~~~tt di,..:b;lttiU 
Q lncnease. in the ~nch.rsicn of ch~dn:n ,,,jth disabih · ~<s· in general education dass;~·.ooms 
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.a. If you have had a OEC:REASE over the pastS yearsr in the use of 
parap:rofessionals working with students with disabilities without the 
presence of the special educator for some or part of the day, in your 
opinion, please select which of the fol'fowing: has MOST contributed to the 
decrease. 
0 NM .app!fc:a!ifl!l 
Q l)~cr€as:e fn budget 
Q ln~r4!131~ i!! !,tuder..~ aJ:.t<!;n~<ng t>u~·ef·dlsttict pl~~mli!nu 
0 Oe"r"!i!S!i! in re<;jUP.:lOtl> fer ?ii~ii!profe.~<:. ionalsupp;:trt .from ~enera! e!/uQf.ion litaff 
Q (tecreas~ in requests for p.ar:apro!'es>.ional support frnm S!J'l'da1 education staff 
Q P«ctU';tc in r·tctv~st~ fl>l' P,l!taptoitni!:\11_,1 $\ll)pe tt frem par•nu 
Q Oecroea~ in requests for paraprofessional support from administrators 
Q 0;!ere;ue In n<i>ed ti'ue. tc den;:ase"" numbe;· of students i~en.tifled as s.rodents w.lth dlnbilltie!. 
() ln<:nt.aliv in 'lil!Tlbe·r of :opecial ell"o~~tion ·t.~cloll n;. 
( ) lncr'E.a:S~ in faaliation c ind,;sicn by general e-ducation teac:he.!:S 
0 lcnctn.~"' i~ tJ~~ ~;<f pe~r ~llPP4l.'l, f.Qr '~t.<l!~ntJ with diHbillt!e.$ 
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4. Responsibilities 
9. Responsibilities 
Please mark the responsibilities granted to the paraprofessionals working 
with student{s) with disabilities in the 'general education settingr in your 
distrk t .. REMINOER: Please apply your responses to paraprofessionals who 
work with one or several students implementing any part of student(sr 
lEPs without the presence of the special educator for some or all of the 
school day. Ple.ase mar k ALL that apply • . 
0 Im;:olt.ment ~ccomm~;glat:on$ en .st ud ent(s}' IEPs 
D Crea::~ ~e:·sscns f.crr st ud-ents 
D D'Uiin ,.,,.. ..... l>chavltl' .;:d>tM 
0 Te_ach n >e:w -ronten: t o-st ud'e nt:s 
D Pn: · t.;;a.ch n~v; «.>MeM to stt.dents 
D R~vie·.,. ir..;;tnu:t:ttn with litlJdllnt:i< afun irdtf ~f in:;tf'J (;toQfl iJO pr;;>vided l:>y !il!~l?r<olelfl!l~:ati~m tl!~ chi!r 
0 Prov1de s.u;::port. to srudent to comp.:te· ;,mrk 
D M¢d.ify JtUO M$ Ol'<·~ht; • $p-;1~ 
0 Creat~ Ass:isti\'12 Tedmoicgy Proyri1"'15 
0 Adap~ ~ests 
D Cgmmi.!r.ic:mt dint~cy .,,l!:h f~ami!y 
0 Creat e ,data sheets 
D C:o!h:ct <:htii 
D Report •Dn data to lEI' te:am 
0 Ftepo on data directly to pa re r.ts 
D M~k• in;:!t'·Y•tlo"a' ~~(\$i¢n~ t>..,;<td ¢0'1 d~n 
0 Restrain chifd 
0 Amr.d !EP mel!:tl~gs 
D Contrib ... -tll to >; :-iting IEP~ 
0 WritE p.r~gr.e-ss re.parts 
D C:ol'ltrtb~"!<': ~ll' ~.rlk'\!:) psost'e5.s n:po1u 
0 Sup<?;v]s;e at nH.;:;;; or kmd; 
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D C.olhr~;t dJ~t:.o fgt ,r~CAS·ALT 
Oth1ar (plt>a•e $P~ttifr; 
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5. Training 
Please check the district wide formal tr-ainings provided to paraprores&ionals in your district. 
10. Please 1ndkate whether you 'PROVIDEt DO NOT PROVIDEt or PlAN TO 
PROVIDE district wide fo rmal training for par aprofessionaJs on the topics 
listed below. 
Provlded Not PI"'Wided Plan tl:l provide 
P'rocedures app!icabfe D D 0 t;o, safuty and 
,ern,~tge ncies 
ConJid!!ntialit\1 D D D 
Fim Aiid D D D 
Oinbility 4W,t Utcl:$ D D D 
IEP ae\felGpment D D 0 
Restraint Ulil! D D D 
51'- 1't9Yi•tton-s D D D 
QiS(:ipli ne Codes D D D 
Applied Behavior D D 0 Analys:1s 
!m plemt!;n~at iotl of D D 0 ben avJ~r p lan~ 
Oata cllll~ion D D D 
Roles am! D 0 0 r espons•bJ!lti!!!i d 
plU'!flt~f~n<on~! 
,Pedagogy fo1 l<lath D D D 
Pedagogy for Engfi$h D D 0 lar.guage Afts 
P•c!•gegy f<:~r SO!':Ial D D 0 :Srudiu/Scitnet 
,F;n:,ilitatiQn of S~X<ial D D D Skills 
St~o~cf¥ $klU: ~t•;its D D D 
Oiff•rtnti.nd D D D in~no~mOli' 
Communication with D D D team me mbers 
Communk:aticn with D D D pcarents 
Communlcatfon ~1th D D D !ttudents 
MJ<s-sa.cil'll!lntt;: D D D C<>mc:.;lum 
Fr~rr.••<or'l<s 
P.1Cli\S D D D 
MCAS-Alt. D D D 
Other { j:il-e,,.s-,ce spoecify) 
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6. Evaluation 
Please an:wter these questions related t:o formal evaluations prov ided tO' pararpofessionah, 
11 .• How .often are the paraprofessionals in your district formally evaluated 
for perfm•nan.ce (e.g., formal observations resulting in a written :report)? 
() On<.t! :~ rnr 
() More t han once .a yi!ar 
0 0¢· Mt P>i:>\!i ::llf, !i:>tm~ I «Vit.lv;ati OM 
12.. If para:profession.als receive fli>rmal evah4.ation:s, please indicate the :role 
of the person who conducts the evaluation. 
0 Adtt;il!(sttnet of Sp~~l Educi\eio.~ 
0 e,dding !l'ril':dP-3! 
0 A$)i~tbn~ Ptt"e:pJll 
0 Department Head 
0 Speda! Educatic.n Teacher 
0 Gt~ntn~! Ed!.l.::.ii6tn T!ljjth.tt 
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111409Survey of Utilization of Paraprofessionals in Massachusetts 
. 
1. Supervision. 
Please <mswer these quest ions about formal meetings that tilke place be tween paraprofessionafs and 
s pec.ta! e.ductors. 
13. Which response best ·completes thi:s sentence? 
In our district,. formal nu•!etings of the: special educatirm paraprnfessionats 
with a special education teacher _____ _ 
Q t ake place daily, 
() t~k;; plac.e Wee kly. 
take place momhly. 
0 t-~1! p!.)CI); )feAtly, 
n a~ net required. 
"-<, #. 
0 o.ccvr {1$ n~ed.ed, 
( ) o.:cur when possfb'le. 
Oilier I please specift) 
14. Does your distr ict provide tim.e fot• formal meetings between speciat 
education teachers and paraprofessiona:ls? 
C''.t Yes _.,. 
15. Please select from the following, the descriptor that best reipresents the 
amount of time allocated by the district for formal meetings between 
paraprofessional and special: educators. 
Q Lsss thi>!r oo:,a haM' how~ p.er wei:!k 
Q B>rtween J:mll half ~llllr to ;;n<I hour !H! r week 
0 e.et\,;ee:n one to tl>o•e boors per -,,;edt 
0 Mal'c rh-lfl' two ~ou•1< ~"r .,,.,.k 
r·~ U No. t ime is a!loca.ted b ¥ the distria 
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16. I.n general, do you believe the amount of formal :meeting time for 
paraprofessionals with a special educator is sufficient? 
17. If you believe that the amotutt o.f formal n·ueeting time i$ not sufficient, 
what do you think rs the !MOST SIGNIFICANT b<lrrier to the provision of 
more time? 
Q Budget does not pro,.ide fer it 
(:) N¢t ,.;,j'-'~(i by Sch<:;¢l Comm,~u,~ 
Q Time net. <~Jio.::a:terl fo.r p~ra;:m:E9s.>ior-.al 
() 'Time nm a!rocatai for specla<l eclw:ato:r 
Q C.emr"ct :lim! t~~l$11;$ c.i P4if\l)p~~:~:dcMI 
0 Ci:!n:Tact !imitiltJO!llsC of W.\l~llttlt 
() Educato.-s ~ot ~:omrortablie to fulfill this role 
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6. Policies and Practice 
Please answer the fotlowing as they relate o policies and practices in your district. 
18. Please rate your ability to .meet the following requirements of IDEA and 
NCLB when using paraprofessiomds: to servi(e students with disabilities 
without the presence of the spedal educator for some or all parts. of the day 
as satisfactory or not satisfa.ct:ory. 
9:e.:;~Jfr.,mt:nt tO· allow 
pllr.a ptoftniot~a.k ro 
ASSIST the :special 
edtJcator 
EduGatt: student in LRE 
Requirement to 
provi d'<!! hi;b!y qualifi!!.d 
te•'<:her 
R•qu>r'lmlll'l~ ti:l 
provid!!' sc~ntificaliv 
bas:Bd pr.u:tioce 
:Requir~rnel'lt t~ colle.a 
dau u:, dttetmine 
instruction 
Requirement t o heve. 
parap•·cfe.ss•o~als 
~u~<~:tll <~<t!d by lJc.:n,ed 
~ P•<:<>~l tduc:atioJI 
te;;g;heJ 
Satlsfact«y 
D 
D 
0 
D 
0 
D 
Net sansf:actoJy 
D 
:0 
D 
0 
0 
D 
19. Has your district established written guidelines that are used to 
determine if a student requires the support of a paraprofessional? 
Q v.u 
nNa 
'-" 
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20. When a decision is made by an IEP team to procure a paraprofessional 
for a student with a disability~ what is the MOST frequent basis for that 
ded,sion? 
() Parrnt recruest 
Q G~n~t'41i !;thtatti<:!~· ieaeh~r t'E~!H!'$~ 
r-.. U Sp!!Cial Edvcati1Jn Te:adu:!r -re•quest 
() O;;;ta provided reLated to student m;ecd 
0 The ti9ed~ of t !l9 .~uC<ilht 
0 .Discussion at lEP me~ting 
() Cot>tirH.Hithm of a·rvicc, pto\•icl~td" irJ pr'«ViOMi ;<hOIII )'Ur 
0 Recomme!ldatkm c-f t~utside e•,•:a tuat-or 
() Sp~oiic ~:ntol!ln!l r~~:qulroe;d b<y >;til' <tli~~ri;:t 
21. Please mark tbe foUowing belief statements about your district. as agree 
or disagree. 
We h<Jve too m3:ny 
pataproft#liiona,ls 
·w• hav9 too f\1 ,.., 
p-ar.ap ro·fe~sfr.mals 
We ha~~>e the right 
m.rmbercr 
p"raproi~J$iqoal$ 
Wt: OV.i·uti!i:<t 
p:ar.aprgflils:>ronab, 
We ara rxoarnvely 
wcrk1n-g m decreasE 
.paraprofessionals. 
W<!o at~ W(Hking m 
ln;run< ~~~- +~ii:t· ·of 
p~raproft~nlon~!;, 
W!i! have in place 
ac~olmta·bi1ity Few- tie 
un1izatl>lm or 
p~r.apref«!lll'it:!Ml". 
W• ha~• ;co;md (tin'riii< 
for the '"U of 
paraprofessf,nna!s. 
We nee d to develoP" 
<erite!ria ·Fn:r· the use m 
Pl'r;aprofu,.<~:>nll!l$', 
A.~W""' 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
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Oisa.gn: .. e 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
22. Do you presently use any of these alte.rnatives in your district or plan to· 
irt the future? 
Teiil~h p!!i!i!'$ to be1p 
nvdan<:s with 
digbili'lits 
Collett. data cf 
p•araprofess ional 
suppott u:. sw!!e;nt to 
f;t'i.$\1¥~ lt I$ ll)iftl:y 
ptov i<lti'l as ne.d1d 
Ril.quire venera! 
education ·te<M:her u:. 
provide difien m!iated 
h'l$truc-Jon 
.!n(t'UU or ~ccrun 
thl? ua ofth11: 
para professional 
throughout the school 
y,;;.ar ba.s e;d on the 
dat~ of $tvdt!nt·~ 
:n••cl~ 
lru:~au th'l' number 
af s:p.edal educaticn 
tE>adter:s. 
l.nv.olve ~tuc!enu in 
d!H'Jsion m;,;kin(l 
rl!i!il'lli n!i) 
.para,pTofessicnal 
s.upport 
Other {pJ,ease :spo!!c:rry) 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
r·-·-~··· --.--·'"···,···~··.,--· .. -···--·~ 
No Plan to i.mp!em..,n t 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 () 
0 0 
0 0 
23. Please rate the •quality of the services provided by paraprofessionals i:n 
your district TO STUDENTS WHO HAVE MODERATE SPECIAl NEEDS. 
S<tha'IIIOI' ~'l.i~¢tt 
Oara coll.edion 
!i>uppon: ,,., 9anecr..l 
«i:!Yo;~o" .;l~urqom 
S~))ort In non~ 
dassroo.m act:fvttf:es 
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f«ot !iatisfartory-
Q 
0 
0 
0 
0 
24. Please rate the quality of the services provided by paraprofessionals in 
your district TO STUDENTS WHO HAVE SEVERE SPECIAl NEEDS. 
J\!;'.aOI!mtC i!!l.lpport 
Behavior support 
:Oatil ~llel:tion 
SupP'!l'rt ~ n llli'lllril1 
ed'uc:ation cl;assroom 
Supp<Grt in mm-
d asswoom activities: 
25. Please indicate, in generaiJ you,r satisfaction with services prelvided by 
paraprofessionals to students with moderate sp,edal needs ht c-ompar ison to 
students with severe speda'l needs? 
Q Equal!y satisfied ~•ith outromes for 5tlldents wim moderate spedal needs ES w-ell as •~ith severe special n e>.Ods. 
Q Eq~;~,tlly dttn~f;~d ~·;~~ O<i1:1:omes fot seuden~ -. t~b modt~u: ~P*ei.a! ntt!!:~ »»well u with u~e1·~ $~<::1,.1 
.... <$~. 
Q More s.atisfied with outcomes fur stucfents with mode:rate spedal needs. 
Q Mot<! ,.ati~fttd wirll outt:l:!m~$ fo,· !<ti:Jd~!"'~ with ~<!!~~~·~ $!)'1!;ti1!1 M~$. 
26. If you r.esponded that you are MORE satisfied w ltll tJm outcome of 
services provided by paraprofessio·nals to students with MODERATE special 
needs, to what would you M·OST attribute the discrepancy? 
0 Oiff~re ce ln m e skills of the paraprofessional for the t~;~o 
Q o .ihr'enc:f!. u1 the su.ppcrt P":wid«d by ileensed spee~al edueato•· 
0 Oiif<~rtllt:9 ir'l· th• rndusiofl of the li't~o~dtnt into tM ll!lln'li1",..! i!G!Ot(;iltion popul~ti® lrt pw;tr; 
0 Diffen: nce in the ability of the population to a:cce,:;s the curriculum 
0 Plfftwwn•ic~ >n the. beh.-v>=~ 4;( the $tu4,.~>t11 
Q Oiffi!re!K!! io the 9eMI<lJ eilu~atioo tli!:acller' :s a&"ce.ptance !l'f the :sl:11dent as a member af the d a:ssrocm 
Q Diffe rence in .the admi.ni!itrati¥e support provldE!d ro t h.ts ptlpulation 
Q Oiff•rtne. i ll th• bud9ct av>il•!>!e fo' ti'Qt: t~¢P •'tiot~ 
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27. If you are MORE ;satisfied with the outcome of services .provided by 
paraprofessionals. to students with SEVERE speCial needs, to what would 
you MOST attribute the discrepancy? 
28. Although ultima.tely an IEP· team decislon1 as adminlstra;tor, you have 
responslblity for all servlc~s provided. Please complete the fc.lllowing 
sentence. 
My dedsion making related to the provision of a paraprofessional to, wol"k 
with a student in the general education classrc;tom (lmplementlng some or 
parts of the lEP for some ·Or parts of the school day) is mostly influenced by: 
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72011Survey of Use of Paraprofessionals in Massachusetts 
-:~9-.-"th __ a_n_k_,y_o_u_! _, _____ --------.. -. --. - .----------------------------------
(.. .. ..: ' , 
Thank you so very much for participating in this survey. Having your district information represented in the data will enrich 
and enhance the research findings. 
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Appendix G 
Notification Letter of Forthcoming Survey 
Dear Special Education Administrator, 
I am conducting a survey of Special Education Administrators in Massachusetts 
to gather data on the use of paraprofessionals to support children with disabilities in 
general education settings. The research is a dissertation project and is being done under 
the supervision of Professor Dom1a Lehr at the School of Education at Boston University. 
The findings of the statewide research will be shared with my Dissertation Committee 
and respondents who request a SUlllffiary of the findings by emailing me at 
marylou@bu.edu. 
In a week, I will be sending to this email address a link to an online survey to 
gather data about the policies and practices utilized in your district for the use of 
paraprofessional. If you are not the Special Education Administrator in your district, 
kindly forward this to the person who presently holds the position. I anticipate that it will 
take approximately fifteen minutes of your time to answer the survey questions. 
Your survey responses will be confidential. The findings reported will not 
identify individual district or respondent names in any way. I hope you participation in 
this survey provides you a brief opportunity to reflect upon the policies and practices in 
your district related to the use of paraprofessionals. It is hoped that the findings will 
contribute to our better understanding of the use of paraprofessionals in the education of 
students with disabilities in general education settings. Thank you so very much for your 
time and contribution to this research. 
Sincerely, 
Mary Lou McDonough 
Boston University 
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Appendix H 
Email to Subjects with Link to Survey 
Dear Special Education Administrator, 
I am conducting a survey of Special Education Administrators in Massachusetts 
to gather data on the use of paraprofessionals to support children with disabilities in 
general education settings. The research is a dissertation project and is being done under 
the supervision of Professor Donna Lehr at the School of Education at Boston University. 
The findings of the statewide research will be shared with my Dissertation Committee 
and respondents who email me their request at marylou@bu.edu. 
If you are not the Special Education Administrator in your district, kindly forward 
this to the person who presently holds the position. I anticipate that it will take 
approximately fifteen minutes of your time to answer the survey questions. 
Your survey responses will be confidential. The findings reported will not identify 
individual district or respondent names in any way. 
I hope your participation in this survey provides you a brief opportunity to reflect 
upon the policies and practices in your district related to the use of paraprofessionals. It is 
hoped that the findings will contribute to our better understanding of the use of 
paraprofessionals in the education of students with disabilities in general education 
settings. 
Thank you so very much for your time and contribution to this research. To take 
the survey please go to Survey of Massachusetts Special Education Administrators 
This survey is voluntary and you can stop the survey at any time. You may 
contact me at any time at marylou@bu.edu or Dr. Lehr at dlehr@bu.edu. 
You may obtain further information about your rights as a research subject by 
calling the BU CRC IRB Office at 617-358-6115. 
Sincerely, 
Mary Lou McDonough 
Boston University 
Doctoral Student 
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Appendix I 
Reminder Email to Administrators 
Dear Special Education Administrator, 
If you have already taken the Statewide Survey of Special Education Administrators on 
the Use of Paraprofessionals, I thank you. 
If you have not, would you please kindly consider taking the time from your busy 
schedule to contribute to this statewide research on the use of paraprofessionals? Your 
participation is confidential, important, and much appreciated. 
Please access this link to the survey: 
http: / /www.surveymonkey.com/s/9Y3RGZB 
Thank you for your contribution to this research. Please let me know at marylou@bu.edu 
if you wish a copy of the fmdings. 
Sincerely, 
Mary Lou McDonough 
Boston University 
Doctoral Student 
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AppendixJ 
The fill-in responses to Question 12 included: 
• Assistant Special Education Administrator and Curriculum Director in 
collaboration with the special education director 
• Input from the special education and general education teachers 
• Team Chairperson 
• Teacher provide input into the evaluations to the appropriate administrator 
• Collaborative evaluation roles 
• Special education teacher 
• Special education teacher with building principals 
• Special Education Administrator collaborate with principal 
• In conjunction with building principal 
• Special Education Supervisor 
• In process of negotiating evaluation instrument with union 
• With input from the building Special Education Coordinator and teachers 
• The above differences are relevant to the administrative structure of the buildings 
• Special education teacher provides input to building principal who writes the 
evaluation 
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Appendix K 
Correlation Summary 
Ql Q2 Q3 Q4 QS Q6 Qll Q13 QlS 
Ql 1.00 -0.09 -0.01 0.56 0.02 -0.04 0.06 -0.09 0.03 
Q2 -0.09 1.00 0.20 0.16 0.04 -0.07 0.11 0.14 0.23 
Q3 -0.01 0.20 1.00 0.05 -0.11 0.07 0.05 -0.01 -0.02 
Q4 0.56 0.16 0.05 1.00 0.14 -0.01 0.10 -0.06 0.10 
QS 0.02 0.04 -0.11 0.14 1.00 -0.06 0.35 0.90 0.49 
Q6 -0.04 -0.07 0.07 -0.01 -0.06 1.00 0.01 -0.08 -0.09 
Qll 0.06 0.11 0.05 0.10 0.35 0.01 1.00 0.22 0.18 
Q13 -0.09 0.14 -0.01 -0.06 0.90 -0.08 0.22 1.00 0.39 
QlS 0.03 0.23 -0.02 0.10 0.49 -0.09 0.18 0.39 1.00 
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